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Abstract  Many countries have enacted recent laws and regulations designed to stimulate production of electricity capacity from renewables within their borders. While early policy adopters were mostly developed countries, the number of developing countries adopting renewable-specific policies has expanded dramatically in the past decade. Given that the increase in future energy demand will be driven by the developing world, knowing what predicts policy adoption and whether these policies actually increase renewable capacity is crucial to understanding the future global energy mix and its emissions. Literature investigating the effectiveness of policies on renewable energy production primarily focuses on the United States and Europe. Little empirical analysis exists on the effect of policies on renewable energies in a global context. The goals of this thesis are twofold: first, to determine the characteristics of countries that predict the decision to adopt renewable-specific policies; second, to estimate the impact of feed-in tariffs and renewable portfolio standards on global renewable energy capacities. The renewables studied include biomass, geothermal, hydro (>10 MW), small hydro (<10 MW), solar photovoltaic, and wind energies. A majority of the projected increase in energy demand comes from countries outside Europe and North America; thus, it is important to determine the impacts of renewable-specific policies on renewable capacities in developing countries.  My thesis utilizes data from 1990-2013 in 163 countries worldwide to evaluate the impacts of policies not only in a global context, but to also specifically analyze the effects of policies in developing countries. The results indicate that a country’s choice to adopt a renewable policy is largely dependent on the stock of its renewable resource potential. Lower cost energy expansion as measured by income, worse air pollution, and a higher 
iii  population density also the likelihood of policy adoption. Last, I find less corrupt and more environmentally friendly governments are more likely to adopt green energy policies.  In terms of the effect of renewable policies, I find that the results vary by policy and renewable energy type. Feed-in tariffs successfully stimulate development of all renewables except geothermal, and renewable portfolio standards incentivize the development of biomass, solar, and wind capacities. The effects of policies on capacities hold true for both developed and developing countries, with the relative success of policies in developed countries being more intense.     
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Background  In 2012, according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration approximately 19% of the world’s electricity generation came from renewable sources. Due to rising concerns over climate change, pollution, and energy security many countries are motivated to adopt policies supporting renewable energy growth. Thanks to clean energy initiatives such as the EU’s Renewables Directive and other national renewable energy generation schemes, renewable sources are expected to provide 23% of global total electricity generation by 2035.  
1.1 Varieties of Renewable Energy Policy Design There are a number of ways a country can increase its renewable energy production; however, of the 113 countries possessing an amount of non-hydro installed capacity, 70 (62%) countries use regulatory policies such as a feed-in tariff (FIT) and/or renewable portfolio standard (RPS) to stimulate domestic renewable energy capacity. According to a report published by the Deutsche Bank Group, FITs have driven 75% of solar photovoltaic capacity and 45% of wind capacity worldwide1. Of course, policies such as capital grants, investment tax credits, and public investments undoubtedly play a supportive role in the adoption of renewable energy, but since this data is unavailable in a global context, the scope of this research is confined to investigating the effects of the two regulatory policies described above. FITs regulate the price of renewable electricity generation by offering a guaranteed payment (usually from governments) to project owners per kilowatt hour (kWh) of                                                         1 DB Climate Change Advisors. GET FIT program: global energy transfer feed-in tariffs for developing countries. New York, NY: Deutsche Bank Group: 2010.  
2  renewable electricity produced. An RPS is a form of command-and-control quantity regulation that typically requires the generation of a certain percentage of electricity (i.e. a quota) to come from renewable sources. While FITs offer payments for specific technologies, RPSs seek to promote the lowest-cost technologies, as producers can choose from an assortment of technologies to meet their quota requirements. The policies share similar objectives; each attempts to stimulate the deployment of renewable technologies, build economies of scale that reduce technology costs, and carve out a space for renewables within electricity markets. The fundamental differences between the policies is that while a FIT is a subscription program that sustains a market (as long as governments continually allocate funds), an RPS is a self-correcting model based on incentivizing individuals through secondary markets.  Both policies are relatively new – as of 1989 neither FITs nor RPSs existed at the national level. In 2001, Europe and the United States accounted for 100% of all countries that possessed renewable-specific policies. Based on the level of perceived success achieved by these policies, in the past twelve years FIT adoption has increased from 11 countries to 65, and RPS from 2 countries to 50. Descriptive statistics for FITs and RPSs as of 2013 are outlined in Tables 1-2 below.  
Table 1 Percent of countries2 that possess renewable-specific policies Country % of jurisdictions that have FITs % of total number of FITs % of jurisdictions that have RPSs % of total number of RPSs Australia and Oceans 33% 1% 33% 4% Asia 36% 22% 28% 22% Africa 19% 14% 0% 0% Europe 78% 49% 83% 68% North America 29% 8% 12% 4% South America 25% 6% 8% 2%                                                         2 Countries that possess state/provincial level policies are included. Australia, Canada, India, and the United States have state-level policies. 
3    
Table 2 Percent of renewable-specific policies, developed vs developing countries3 Income classification % of classifications that have FITs % of total number of FITs % of classifications that have RPSs % of total number of RPSs Developed 58% 40% 69% 62% Developing 33% 60% 16% 38% Total - 100% - 100%   Although simple in concept, the rules and regulations governments bestow on FITs in terms of length of contracts, prices offered, and size of projects can turn an elementary system into an inconceivable mess. For example, in 2007 Finland offered $0.13 (USD) per kilowatt hour (kWh) produced from either biomass or wind sources, regardless of the amount of biomass processed or wind turbine size. Over time, the biomass FIT experienced tariff digression4 and as of 2013 the contract price was only $0.11 kWh. Conversely, predicted wind capacities have not reached expected growth, and as of 2013 the wind FIT was offered at $0.15 per kWh.   While Finland has taken a thoughtful, pragmatic route in determining their FITs, some countries struggle to grasp which renewables are actually capable of being successfully developed within their borders. Kenya is one such country. In 2008 Kenya deployed five separate FITs for biomass, geothermal, small hydro, solar, and wind energies. Although an environmental economist would appreciate and commend the effort, there are no less than twelve separate payments offered based on the size or type of renewable. For example, Kenya offers three separate payments for varying sizes of small hydroelectric 
                                                        3 Income classifications are published by the World Bank. For simplification, developed countries consist of high income economies (those with a gross national income per capita of $12,616 USD or more), and developing countries consist of upper-middle-income, lower-middle-income, and low-income economies (those with less than $12,615). 4 Tariff digression is a mechanism according to which the price (tariff) offered ratchets down over time. This is done to track and encourage technological cost reductions.  
4  projects ranging from 500 kW to 10 MW5. The payments also differ if the hydroelectricity delivered is firm6 or non-firm. Combine the six potential payments above with tariff digression and/or grid delivery integrity issues and the complexity of the tariff increases exponentially. What Kenya boasts in a robust renewable portfolio, it most certainly lacks in clever FIT designs. This can be problematic, as keeping track of appropriate payments and regulating electricity providers adds a layer of political complexity, which can hinder the ability of hydroelectricity to be delivered quickly and efficiently to households in need.  While FITs can become quite complicated, RPSs are simpler in almost every adopting jurisdiction. In 2009, Kansas adopted the Renewable Energy Standards Act, requiring 20% of provided electricity be from eligible renewables by 2020. The eligible resources include biomass, small hydro, solar, and wind energies. Similarly, in 2009 the European Union Directive set Malta’s target share of renewable energy at 10% by the year 2020, and there are no requirements on which technologies may or may not be used. 
1.2 Research Questions and Contributions The rapid expanse in renewable-specific policy adoption is encouraging from an environmental perspective – after all, more polices should mean more generation. In this thesis, I examine what factors (economic, political, etc.) drive countries to adopt either a FIT and/or RPS via probit estimation, and then quantify the degree by which these policies are increasing renewable capacities via fixed effects regression. The renewables studied are biomass, geothermal, hydro (>10MW), small hydro (<10MW), solar, and wind energies.  
                                                        5 1 megawatt hour = 1,000 kilowatt hours. 6 Firm power is capacity guaranteed to be available 24 hours per day. Non-firm electricity comes without a guarantee of continuous availability, and that electricity delivery can be interrupted at the seller’s discretion. 
5  A country may have multiple objectives when attempting to encourage renewable energy production. It may want to reduce local air pollution from conventional electricity production, expand electricity capacity and access to electricity, or reduce dependency on fossil fuel energies. Identifying which country characteristics are associated with adoption of these policies may give insight as to the different reasons countries adopt these policies, and whether or not these policies build on a country’s inherent comparative advantage in energy production. Gauging the success of these policies is important for two reasons. First, FITs and RPSs have been the primary policies of choice for renewable stimulation in many countries; have the policies been worthwhile? Second, global energy demand is expected to grow 56% in the next 30 years7, and with most of the medium-growth in energy demand coming from the developing world (Wolfram, 2012), renewables have the potential to play an important role in delivering electricity to consumers – thus, identifying general rules regarding components for policy success would signal to developing countries which policies to adopt given their heterogeneous characteristics. Numerous studies explore the role of policy in the development of renewable energy. Empirical studies of renewable policies on renewable energy are much rarer, and those that do examine the effectiveness of renewable-specific policies focus almost exclusively on Europe or the United States and Canada, or a combination of the regions. This research contributes a rigorous empirical study on the effectiveness of policies in a global context. As Table 2 points out, developing countries have seen a dramatic expansion of renewable energy policies in the last 10 years. Europe and all of North America now only                                                         7 EIA: International Energy Outlook 2013. 
6  account for 57% of the countries that have adopted a FIT and 72% of countries that possess an RPS. I utilize unique data from 163 countries from 1990-2013, to define the effects of FITs and RPSs on new alternative energy capacities from every adopting country. One concern with previous work is that using only the existence of a renewable policy may generate misleading results since FITs vary in their levels and not all RPSs are binding8. Possibly the biggest contribution of this thesis is instead of only using binary variables for the presence of policies (a common practice), I utilize real prices in 2012 USD of FIT amounts and percent (quota) levels of RPSs to capture the effects of variations in policies. As Wolfram (2012) points out, much of the projected increase in energy demand comes from countries outside Europe and North America. In 2000, only Europe and North America possessed FITs or RPSs, but since then, there has been a rapid growth in the adoption of these policies across the developing world. As more and more developing countries come online, their energy demands will no doubt skyrocket to new levels. Renewable energy could help satisfy future energy needs while simultaneously lessening the global carbon footprint, which would help in the effort to reverse climate change. Thus, it is critical to determine the impacts of renewable-specific policies on renewable generation growth in developing countries. I use a probit regression to determine the factors that drive countries to adopt renewable policies. I focus on five classes of drivers9 – stock of renewable resource potential, stock of fossil fuels and nuclear resources, economic factors, political factors, and 
                                                        8 Werner, Dan. “Heterogeneity in Renewable Portfolio Standards: A Local Pollution Analysis” 9 The classes are selected from previous works, namely Lyon and Yin (2009) and Jenner et al. (2012). 
7  neighbor effects – and determine how these classes influence the adoption of FITs and RPSs around the world. I form multiple hypotheses surrounding these classes, and these are laid out in section 3.2.  The second goal (quantifying the degree to which FITs and RPSs stimulate renewable development) is achieved by using fixed effects regressions. As Shrimali and Kneifel (2011) point out, it is important to control for country fixed effects that may influence renewable development and policy strength – including renewable and fossil fuel resources, land area, and time-invariant environmental preferences. I run a series of fixed effects regressions using three different policy types (binary, trends, and real) representing FITs and RPSs to determine their effects on renewable capacities. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review Previous research empirically investigating relationships between renewable-specific policies and renewable energy largely focuses on Europe, North America, and Canada. Studies on renewable energy growth in developing nations generally focus on individual countries, or individual sectors within a country. Studies on European countries mostly investigate relationships between FITs and renewable growth, while studies on the United States primarily focus on the effects of RPSs on renewable generation. Specifications utilized from relevant previous studies are described in the empirical framework. Table 3 outlines relevant empirical studies from sections 2.2-2.4. 
2.1 Why Do Countries Adopt Renewable Policies? A handful of papers have explored what characteristics predict the adoption of renewable energy policies, and a majority of these have analyzed US states. To determine the factors that lead U.S. states to take environmental initiatives to stimulate renewable energy growth, Lyon and Yin (2010) use a multinomial probit model with data from 1994-2007 and find that states with poor air quality, large renewable potential, a strong Democratic presence, and organized renewable energy interests are more likely to adopt an RPS. Somewhat conversely, Vachon and Menz (2006) utilize binary logistic regressions and find that political interests and income were positively linked to adoption of renewable policies, while states’ stock of renewable potential (% of sales that can be provided from renewable resources) was not significant. Delmas and Montes-Sancho (2011) use a binomial logit model on U.S. states from 1997-2006 and show that wind and solar resources, emissions, and income per capita are all positive and significant in predicting if a 
9  state will adopt an RPS. Interestingly, Delmas and Montes-Sancho also find that biomass resources are negatively related to RPS adoption. Jenner et al. (2012) examine factors that drive renewable policy adoption in Europe from 1990-2010 by utilizing proportional hazard and logit models and find that the existence of a solar energy association, higher stocks of solar potential, and a lower unemployment rate increase the probability that a country will adopt a renewable policy. 
2.2 How Effective Are Renewable-Specific Policies? Studies Focusing on Europe  In outlining factors that promote development of renewables, Haas et al. (2011) point to FITs as a quick and effective policy for generating renewable energy, and show that renewable energy credits10 (REC) have a beneficial effect (but less-so than FITs). Haas et al. (2011) relies on the summarization of many papers studying the effectiveness of REC and FIT systems11. Lipp (2007) shows FITs as a more cost effective policy than RPS for renewable energy development. Each of these studies declares FITs play an important role in stimulating renewable energy capacities. By using both a fixed effects and fixed effects vector decomposition, Marques et al. (2010) show that fossil fuel energy sources and CO2 emissions constrain renewable deployment, and that policies play an important role in stimulating production of renewable energy – but do not identify specific individual policy types. Jenner, Groba, and Indvik (2013) use a fixed effects model from 1992-2008 with newly added capacity as their                                                         10 A renewable energy credit is an environmental commodity that represents the added value, environmental benefits, and cost of renewable energy above conventional methods (i.e., fossil fuels) of producing electricity. Renewable energy facilities generate REC’s when they produce electricity (typically 1 REC per 1 MW of electricity produced). Companies may purchase and trade these credits to satisfy a specified amount (quota) of required renewable electricity.  11 Van der Linded (2005), Jacobssen et al. (2009), Ragwitz et al. (2009), and Toke (2008). 
10  dependent variable and show that while solar FITs drive photovoltaic capacity in Europe, no evidence was found that wind FITs promote wind capacity development. Fagiani et al. (2013) compare FITs with REC’s and conclude that while a FIT mechanism could obtain better results than an REC market, its performance is strictly dependent on regulator choices. Further, Fagiani finds that certificate schemes fulfill the desired amount of renewable market share with better cost-efficiency as long as investors’ risk aversion is moderate. Each of these studies either implicitly or explicitly state that FITs can be successful at stimulating renewable energy development. Jenner, Groba, and Indvik (2013) is one of the only studies that actively combats the problem of policy endogeneity when studying the effect of FITs on renewable capacity. The concern is that an unobservable characteristic, such as public support for the environment, is more likely to lead to renewable capacity and may also drive (or discourage) the adoption of renewable energy policies. If unaccounted for, this endogeneity could bias the estimate of the effect of renewable policies. To test for this concern, they perform a Durbin-Wu-Hausman Test. They select two variables exogenous to added capacity (instrument variables: electricity prices and technology costs), and run a single-equation instrumental variable regression with a two-stage least squares (2SLS) specification. The estimated coefficients tend to be slightly higher for 2SLS than OLS, indicating that the OLS results tend to be biased downwards. This result is preferable to an upward bias, which would mean FITs are overestimated in their effects on renewable development. Their finding indicates that the effect of FITs may not be overestimated in the presence of endogeneity. 
 
 
11  
2.3 How Effective Are Renewable-Specific Policies? Studies Focusing on North America  Menz and Vachon (2006), Yin and Powers (2009) and Shrimali and Kneifel (2011) each find that public benefits funds12 do not have a significant impact on renewable growth. Further, Menz and Vachon (2006) Yin and Powers (2009), Shrimali and Kneifel (2011) and Delmas et al. (2011) find that the presence of a mandatory green power option13 significantly increases renewable deployment.   Controversy arises among studies when investigating the effect of RPSs on renewable energy deployment. Carley (2009), Delmas et al. (2011) and Shrimali and Kneifel (2011) find counterintuitive results that in some cases the presence of an RPS has significant negative effects on renewable capacities. Menz and Vachon (2006) and Yin and Powers (2009) are two popular studies asserting RPSs have a positive significant effect on renewable generation. Yin and Powers (2009) is the only study that addresses endogeneity, and they readily admit that beyond including social and economic variables thought to impact RPS adoption, they do not further address the issue. Instead, they call for future work to more thoroughly to solve the problem. Stokes (2013) empirically examines the FIT system in Ontario, Canada and shows that although initially very successful, renewable development support has been met with increasing resistance over time due to political tensions that arise during implementation. 
                                                        12 A public benefits fund is often considered as a tax levied on electricity consumption. Public benefits funds are usually created along with electricity market restructuring to provide support for renewable energy development. 13 A mandatory green power option requires electricity suppliers to provide an option for their customers to purchase green electricity either from the electric company or an alternative provider. 
12  Stokes goes on to say that political dimensions of renewable policies are crucial to sustained support. 
2.4 How Effective Are Renewable-Specific Policies? Studies Focusing on Other Continents  A much smaller set of papers consider the effect of renewable policies in developing countries. Jacobs et al. (2013) compare FIT systems in 12 Latin American countries and report that while FITs based on avoided cost14 are too low to incentivize expansive growth of renewables, political and regulatory risks have constrained the expected development of renewable capacities. Rickerson et al. (2013) investigate Tanzania’s FIT and explains that while cumulative installed capacity over the past three years has been minimal (only 35.2 MW), over the next 10 years the FIT has potential to stimulate current capacity by over 550%. Dong (2012) studies the effects of FITs and RPSs on wind capacity for five years in 53 countries, and concludes that FITs perform better than RPSs for wind capacity development, and have superior long-term effects in promoting wind energy. Kurbatova, Sotnyk and Khlyap (2014) examine the impacts of many policy variables (including FITs) on renewable generation in Ukraine and find that while production has increased 240% in the past three years, green energy contribution remains very low (0.1% of total energy generated) and the present system has failed to develop the renewable energy sector. A study also focusing on Ukraine published by Trypolska (2012) argues that compared to other measures, Ukraine’s FIT is the only policy spurring green electricity production.                                                         14 Avoided cost is the cost that a utility would have incurred had it self-supplied (or bought from a third party) the products and services (such as capacity and energy) it is buying from the supplier. The main problem for FITs based on avoided costs is that the price received is likely to be lower than the price necessary to attract and sustain the renewable seller (Hempling et al., 2010). 
13  Unlike earlier literature, I focus on a wide range of countries and explore both the factors that induce adoption of FITs and/or RPSs, and the effect of these policies on renewable capacities. To my knowledge, this is the first study to incorporate large hydro and small hydro potentials for all countries, as well as biomass, solar, and wind potentials for all countries besides the United States and Europe. I also use real FIT currency levels in 2012 USD for each year a FIT is in place as opposed to merely establishing whether or not a FIT is in place. The wide range of countries also allows me to outline differences between developed and developing countries. Following Yin and Powers (2009), Shrimali and Kneifel (2011), and Jenner et al. (2013), I use a relatively long, twenty-four year panel and country fixed effects to address concerns about selection when estimating the effectiveness of renewable policies.
14   
Table 3 Relevant empirical studies15 of renewable policy effectiveness 
                                                        15 Table 3 is credited to Jenner, Groba, and Indvik (2013) with a few additions made by myself. 
Study Sample Timeframe Dependent variable Technology-specific? Specification Policy variables Marques et al. (2010) 24 European countries 1990-2006 % RES of total primary energy supply No FE, FEVD Binary: EU 2001 Jenner et al. (2013) 26 European countries 1992-2008 Added capacity Onshore wind, solar PV FE Binary: FIT, RPS, TEN, TI, EU2001 
Nominal: INCROQMTSHARE, FIT return on investment Menz and Vachon (2006) 37 U.S. states 1998-2003 Cumulative capacity Wind Cross-section, OLS Binary: RPS, GDR, MGPO, PBF, RC Yin and Powers (2009) 50 U.S. states 1993-2006 % RES-E generation No FE Binary: RPS, MGPO, PBF, NM Nominal: RPS through INCRQMTSHARE Shrimali and Kneifel (2011) 50 U.S. states 1991-2007 % RES-E capacity Wind, biomass, geothermal, solar FE Binary: RPS, GPP, MGPO, PBF Delmas and Montes-Sancho (2011) 650 U.S. utilities 1998-2007 Cumulative capacity No Tobit and logit Probabilities: RPS, MGPO, GDR: number of tax incentives Dong (2012) 53 countries 2005-2009 Cumulative capacity Wind OLS Binary: FIT, RPS This paper 7 Australian states, 10 Canadian states, 28 Indian states, 50 U.S. states, 159 countries 
1990-2013 Added capacity Biomass, geothermal, hydro, small hydro, solar, wind 
Probit and FE Binary: FIT, RPS 
Nominal: FIT, RPS 
15  
Chapter 3: Empirical Framework As previously stated, the goals of this paper are to 1) define the characteristics of countries that most accurately predict renewable policy adoption, and 2) determine the effectiveness of federal and state-level FITs and RPSs in stimulating new global renewable energy capacities. In simpler terms, which features of a country are beneficial for adopting renewable policies, and how effective are these policies at incentivizing renewable energy growth around the world? The questions are approached in two steps. The first is to develop a probit model to determine characteristics of adopting nations. The second step is to utilize a panel of data allowing the control for unobserved country and year heterogeneity to determine how renewable capacity is affected by renewable policies.  A large majority of policies are adopted at the national level; however, some countries (Australia, Canada, India, and the United States) only have state/provincial level policies. These four countries do not explicitly exist in the dataset; rather, their states are included in the analysis, and from here on are simply referred to as additional jurisdictions. Table 4 outlines the percentage of policies by state within each of these countries. 
Table 4 Percent of jurisdictions with policies at the state level Country % of jurisdictions that have FITs % of jurisdictions that have RPSs Australia 100% 100% Canada 30% 50% India 64% 32% United States 22% 76%  
3.1 Specifications from Previous Models and Contributions As shown in Table 3, previous studies use several different measures of renewable energy outcomes, such as the percent of the total energy supply from renewable sources, or cumulative capacity. My study uses new capacity in order to reflect investment decisions as 
16  cleanly as possible (Jenner et al., 2013). I do not use renewable generation because of the many factors (weather, equipment performance, technological problems, etc.) that influence actual generation, whereas capacity accurately reflects the expected return on development. As a robustness check and to obtain results similar to Shrimali and Kneifel (2011) and Yin and Powers (2010) I use the percentage of total installed electric capacity that are from renewables as my dependent variable, and these results can be found in Appendix A. My study chooses model specifications similar to a majority of the previously mentioned articles subject to data availability. An important contribution I provide is that instead of using binary variables for policies, comprehensive data collecting has yielded real FIT levels in 2012 USD by all six renewable energy types in 2012 USD by country over time, and actual RPS percent levels by country over time. I apply the extensive information in both policies to 159 countries and 95 states (254 “countries”) worldwide for 24 years (1990-2013). 
3.2 Probit Estimations I utilize a probit model to determine which country characteristics play significant roles in the choice to adopt a renewable policy. Specifically, I am interested in knowing whether policies are enacted in countries that make sense -- are solar panels built where the sun shines brightest, and do wind farms spring up where the wind blows strongest? Second, is policy adoption suppressed by the relative availability of domestic fossil fuels? Third, are economic advantages a significant driver in the adoption of renewable policies? If these three questions are not sufficiently answered, are there any other factors that could 
17  have a large impact on a country’s decision to adopt a policy? To answer these questions, I form a series of hypotheses discussed in 3.2.1-3.2.6.  
3.2.1 Renewable Potentials Six variables were selected to describe renewable potentials across countries: biomass, geothermal, hydro, small hydro, solar, and wind potential. Countries rich in renewable energy can be expected to attract companies interested in developing such potential, as economies of scales can be achieved (Vachon and Menz, 2006). Presumably, the cost of policies promoting readily available renewables may be relatively less expensive, although perhaps less needed in the presence of a greater stock of renewable potential. Menz and Vachon (2006) found a state’s potential for wind energy to be positively linked to greater wind power development; thus, I form two hypotheses according to the theory that: 
Hypothesis 1a: Countries with larger stocks of renewable potential are more likely to adopt renewable policies. 
Hypothesis 1b: Countries with a large stock of a specific renewable will be more likely to adopt a specific FIT for that renewable. In other words, a country with a large wind potential will be more likely to adopt a FIT for wind. 
3.2.2 Other Reserves Four variables were selected to describe alternative fuel stocks: oil, natural gas, coal, and nuclear reserves. While it is expected that a country’s stock of renewables will increase the likelihood that a renewable policy will be adopted, on the other hand, companies with a stake in the fossil fuel industry could also play a role in policy adoption. It is not incomprehensible that a country rich in oil could forgo developing a renewables sector (a 
18  more expensive road in the short term), and could instead focus on utilizing its fossil fuel resource(s) to satisfy its energy thirsts. Theories on economic regulation suggest that industry groups can influence a policy to their advantage (Stigler, 1971), but literature remains inconclusive about such relationships in a country context (Potoski and Woods, 2002). Vachon and Menz (2006b) hypothesized that U.S. states with a large stock of fossil fuel reserves were less likely to adopt renewable policies, but found no support for this hypothesis. Instead, they found that the proportion of electricity generated from fossil fuels was positively associated with adopting RPSs. Thus, my second hypothesis is:  
Hypothesis 2: Countries with larger stocks of fossil fuel and nuclear reserves are less likely to adopt renewable policies. 
3.2.3 Economic Controls Five variables were selected to determine economic and social interests: gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, GDP growth, population density, access to electricity, and particulate matter up to 10 micrometers in size (air pollution). Higher incomes imply that states have greater resources to develop environmental policies (Lester and Lombard, 1990), and are also linked to support for environmental spending (Elliott et al., 1997). It is coherent to assume that as a country’s income rises, concerns over perceived costs of environmental regulations are diminished and a larger share of income is devoted to pollution abatement and control – this assumption is in line with Lai et al. (2010). High levels of pollution are associated with a reduction of general welfare (Fredriksson et al., 2005); thus, air pollution is assumed to be a positive driver in renewable policy adoption. In 2012, the International Energy Agency (IEA) estimated that 
19  85% of people without access to electricity live in low-income, rural areas in developing countries; consequently, I assume that a lower level of access to electricity is linked with a lower probability of adopting renewable policies.  While the above four variables deal primarily with the demand-side of electricity development, population density may influence the supply of renewable energy through the cost of distribution. Doll and Pachauri (2010) show that low population density and high spatial dispersion of populations are partial reasons for lower electrification rates in the least developed countries and sub-Saharan Africa; thus, I assume higher population densities are positively associated with an increased likelihood of renewable policy adoption. After all, one would hope that a priority of developing countries is getting its constituents electricity in the most feasible way possible, and it is logical to assume that higher transmission costs for electricity transportation (necessary to get from solar generators to homes) would be a deterrent for renewable policy adoption.  
Hypothesis 3: Countries with higher GDP per capita, GDP growth, population density, access to electricity, and particulate matter are more likely to adopt renewable policies. 
3.2.4 Political Factors  Two variables are utilized to determine political factors: a corruption index and an environmental friendliness index. These variables determine government support for renewable-specific policies. Political interests are influenced by a host of factors that include contributions from lobbying groups (Sapat, 2004), party ideology (Cook, 2002), and governmental ability to support planned policies (Potoski and Woods, 2002).  
20  A corruption index for each country is provided by Transparency International; state level indices were calculated using information and techniques from Simpson et al. (2012) and Charron (2009). While it is expected that more transparent and ‘upstanding’ governments would be more likely to adopt renewable policies, the fundamentals of FITs (essentially cash transfers from governments to suppliers) leave hypothesis 4 as a half-hearted hope more so than anything else. In countries where the lines between government and private projects are blurred, it is possible that FITs can be especially attractive. However, with RPS, a more trustworthy government structure should positively affect policy adoption, since an RPS does not specifically state how the country must meet their quota. To empirically capture the environmentally friendliness of countries, I include the environmental performance index. The index ranks how well countries perform on high-priority environmental issues in two areas: protection of human health from environmental harm and protection of ecosystems.  Hypothesis 4: Countries that are less corrupted and more environmentally friendly are more likely to adopt a renewable policy. 
3.2.5 Neighbor Effects  I include one variable to determine neighborhood effects: the percentage of neighboring countries that have adopted renewable policies. Shrimali and Kneifel (2011) and Yin and Powers (2009) both assert that the presence of an RPS in neighboring states makes an RPS of the adopting state more effective. I am interested in whether or not the presence of renewable policies in neighboring countries makes a country more likely to adopt a renewable policy. One might believe that a government may learn about the 
21  potential of such policies or how to implement them more effectively, making them more likely to adopt the policy. Second, having similar policies nearby may induce more available locationally appropriate technology, increasing the potential success of such policies. Further, there may be geographically-specific unobservable characteristics that could affect adoption. This spatial variable is meant to capture the size of the new market for renewables resulting from FIT and RPS implementation in neighboring states. It also allows me to control for possible spillover effects.   Hypothesis 5: The presence of renewable policies in neighboring countries increases the likelihood that a country will adopt a renewable policy. 
3.2.6 Probit Specifications For the probit model, estimations take various forms of  RenewablePolicyit = Ri + Tt + POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBit + ε where RenewablePolicy is whether or not a FIT or RPS exist in the country/state, R represents region dummies, T represents time dummies, POT represents renewable potentials, OR represents fossil fuel and nuclear reserves, EC represents economic characteristics that might have an impact on the development of renewable energy, PF represents political factors defined as corruption and environmental friendliness, and NB represents neighbor effects (whether or not surrounding countries have adopted policies). The dependent variable takes different forms in various specifications. Independent variables are added one-by-one to observe the effects each additional variable has on policy adoption. Specifications are provided below, each with an example of the model. The first specification (3.2.7) considers whether or not any policy (either a FIT or RPS) exists in country i in time t. This process is repeated for the adoption of any FIT (3.2.8) or any RPS 
22  (3.2.9). Specification 3.2.10 (considering the sum of FITs) is dissimilar; instead of a probit model, a negative binomial regression is chosen. Section 3.2.10 examines countries that have adopted a FIT and relays the probability that the country will adopt more FITs (e.g., the move from 2 FITs to 3, 3 to 4, etc.). Specification 3.2.11 is similar to 3.2.8 (any FIT), as it considers whether or not a specific type of FIT (either biomass, geothermal, etc.) exists in country i in time t. Specification 3.2.11 is run 6 times, with the dependent variable taking a different type of renewable FIT each time. Specifications 3.2.7-3.2.11 are run twice, once with all countries, and once without developed countries. 
3.2.7 Any Policy Specifications: The dependent variable for this specification is equal to 1 if either a FIT or RPS exists in country i in time t. (AP1) Any Policyit = POTit + Ri + Tt + ε (AP2) Any Policyit = POTit + ORit + Ri + Tt + ε (AP3) Any Policyit = POTit + ORit + ECit + Ri + Tt + ε (AP4) Any Policyit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + Ri + Tt + ε (AP5) Any Policyit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBt-1 + Ri + Tt + ε 
3.2.8 Any Fit Specifications  The dependent variable for this specification is equal to 1 if any type of FIT exists in country i in time t. (AF1) Any FITit = POTit + Ri + Tt + ε (AF2) Any FITit = POTit + ORit + Ri + Tt + ε (AF3) Any FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + Ri + Tt + ε (AF4) Any FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + Ri + Tt + ε 
23  (AF5) Any FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBt-1 + Ri + Tt + ε (AF6) Any FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBt-1 + L.RPSit-1 + Ri + Tt + ε 
3.2.9 RPS Specifications  The dependent variable for this specification is equal to 1 if an RPS exists in country 
i in time t. (RPS1) RPSit = POTit + Ri + Tt + ε (RPS2) RPSit = POTit + ORit + Ri + Tt + ε (RPS3) RPSit = POTit + ORit + ECit + Ri + Tt + ε (RPS4) RPSit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + Ri + Tt + ε (RPS5) RPSit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBt-1 + Ri + Tt + ε (RPS6) RPSit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBt-1 + L.AnyFitit-1 + Ri + Tt + ε 
3.2.10 SUM (Sum fit) specifications  Specifications involving Sum fit as the dependent variable are slightly different; instead of a probit model, a negative binomial regression is chosen. Sum fit examines countries that have adopted a FIT and reveals the probability that a country will adopt more FITs (e.g., the move from 2 FITs to 3, and 3 to 4, etc.). The dependent variable for this specification is a count of the number of FITs greater than 1 in country i in time t. (SUM1) Sum FITit = POTit + Ri + Tt + ε (SUM2) Sum FITit = POTit + ORit + Ri + Tt + ε (SUM3) Sum FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + Ri + Tt + ε (SUM4) Sum FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + Ri + Tt + ε (SUM5) Sum FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBt-1 + Ri + Tt + ε (SUM6) Sum FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBt-1 + L.RPSit-1 + Ri + Tt + ε 
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3.2.11 Specific FIT Specifications  The dependent variable for this specification is equal to 1 if a specific type of FIT (biomass, geothermal, hydro, small hydro, solar, wind) exists in country i in time t. (SF1) Specific FITit = SpecificPOTit + Ri + Tt + ε (SF2) Specific FITit = POTit + Ri + Tt + ε (SF3) Specific FITit = POTit + ORit + Ri + Tt + ε (SF4) Specific FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + Ri + Tt + ε (SF5) Specific FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + Ri + Tt + ε (SF6) Specific FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBt-1 + Ri + Tt + ε (SF7) Specific FITit = POTit + ORit + ECit + PFit + NBt-1 + Ri + Tt + ε 
3.3 Estimating the Effect of Policies: Fixed Effects Estimation Quantifying the degree to which FITs and RPSs stimulate renewable development is achieved by using state and year fixed effects regressions. As mentioned in section 1.2, it is important to control for country fixed effects that may influence renewable development and policy strength – including renewable and fossil fuel resources, land area, and time-invariant environmental preferences. Fixed effects controls for unobserved country characteristics, as well as exogenous shocks that influence all countries at a specific time, e.g. oil shocks, global recessions, etc. OLS is not appropriate for three reasons laid out by Jenner et al. (2013): 1. OLS does not control for unobserved country characteristics that influence policy and development. 2. OLS yields biased and inconsistent coefficients due to omitted variable bias. 3. OLS estimates incorrect standard errors when errors are heteroscedastic or dependent within a group.   
25  I run a series of fixed effects regressions using three different policy types (binary, trends, and real) to represent FITs and RPSs to determine their effects on renewable capacity. These regressions take 8 forms. As a robustness check, each specification resembles previous literature (by the best of abilities) from Yin and Powers (2009), Shrimali and Kneifel (2011), and Jenner et al. (2013). Specifications FE4 and FE8 are the touted contributions this research provides – besides the comprehensive data utilized in specifications FE1, FE2, FE3, FE5, FE6, and FE7.  
3.3.1 Binary Specification  Newly installed capacity with binary FITs and RPSs, GDP per capita, and total installed electric capacity. Each variable is expected to be positive. I expect the signs for both FITs and RPSs to be positive, as there are no incentives gained from decreasing renewable capacity; FITs and RPSs should either be positive or insignificant. I expect GDP per capita to be positive, because as incomes rise the perceived costs for improving environmental standards decrease. I also expect total installed electric capacity to be positive, because as a country’s electricity capacity increases, countries will be looking for efficient and thoughtful ways to satisfy its constituents’ energy demands. Renewable energy could help alleviate energy growing pains, as renewables might play a role in providing countries with more options to meet their energy needs. NewCapit = Tt + BINFITit + BINRPSit + GDPPCit + TICELEit + ε 
3.3.2 Binary with Interaction Specification Newly installed capacity with binary FITs and RPSs, GDP per capita, total installed electric capacity, and an interaction term for FITs and RPSs. I expect positive coefficients for each variable due to reasons given in 3.2.1. I expect the interaction effect to also be 
26  positive, as there are still no perverse incentives (lowered levels of renewable capacity) simply because two policies aimed at increasing renewable capacity are employed. NewCapit = Tt + BINFITit + BINRPSit + GDPPCit + TICELEit + FITxRPSit + ε 
3.3.3 Trend Specification Newly installed capacity with trend FITs and RPSs, GDP per capita, and total installed electric capacity. I expect positive coefficients for each variable due to reasons given in 3.2.1. NewCapit = Tt + TRENDFITit + TRENDFITit2 + TRENDRPSit + TRENDRPSit2 + GDPPCit + TICELEit + ε 
3.3.4 Real Specification  Newly installed capacity with real FITs and RPSs in 2012 USD, GDP per capita, and total installed electric capacity. I expect positive coefficients for each variable due to reasons given in 3.2.1. NewCapit = Tt + REALFITit + PERCENTRPSit + GDPPCit + TICELEit + ε  To provide more complete information regarding the effectiveness of these policies in developing countries, I run specifications FE1-4 excluding developed countries from the models. These specifications are FE5-8. Specification FE5 is a recreation of specification FE1 run without developed countries. Specification FE6 is a recreation of specification FE2 run without developed countries. Specification FE7 is a recreation of specification FE3 run without developed countries. Specification FE8 is a recreation of specification FE4 run without developed countries.  
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Chapter 4: Data 
4.1 Probit Data This section describers the data used to create the variables laid out in section 3.2.  
4.1.1 RenewablePolicyit: Policy Variables  First taken from REN2116, for each country I assigned binary variables for FITs and RPSs from 2005-2013. After wanting more complete and comprehensive data, for each country with a FIT or RPS, I examined numerous country reports, government documents, news articles, etc. to find information regarding:  1. The year in which FIT/RPS was initiated. 2. Whether or not the FIT was technology specific. 3. The price of FITs in 2012 USD. 4. The percent level quota required by the RPS.  For RPSs in the United States, I utilized data from C2ES17, outlining each state’s percentage goal, described as the percent of the state’s electricity capacity that come from renewable sources. For RPSs in Europe, I used data from the European Commission’s Renewables Directive Report in 2009, and its associated targets for shares of energy from renewable sources in gross final consumption of energy by country by 2020. The European RPS targets were updated for new percentage requirements with each new report. Summary statistics regarding each binary policy are presented in Table 5. Specific levels and maps of these policies by country can be found in Appendix B. 
 
 
                                                         16 REN21: Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21st Century. 17 C2ES: Center for Climate and Energy Solutions. 
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Table 5 Summary statistics for binary policy variables Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Any Policy 6096 0.2014436 0.4011115 0 1 Any FIT 6096 0.1253281 0.3311177 0 1 RPS 6096 0.1302493 0.3366052 0 1 Sum of binary FITs 6096 0.4542323 1.336509 0 6 Biomass FIT 6096 0.0948163 0.292985 0 1 Geothermal FIT 6096 0.0359252 0.1861189 0 1 Hydro FIT 6096 0.0410105 0.1983308 0 1 Small Hydro FIT 6096 0.0802165 0.2716504 0 1 Solar FIT 6096 0.0999016 0.2998933 0 1 Wind FIT 6096 0.1023622 0.3031489 0 1  
4.1.2 POTit: Renewable Resource Potentials Variables Biomass potential is the summed percentage of crop residues and forest land. Originally developed by Milbrandt (2005), an ideal biomass potential would consider crop residues, switchgrass, methane, and forest residues. In Milbrandt’s analysis, 37% of potential comes from crop residues, 20% from switchgrass, 4% from methane, and 39% from forest components. Data restrictions allow me to consider only 76% (crop residues and forest land) of each country’s biomass potential by Milbrandt’s definition. Country-level data was found from 1990-2011 by the World Bank and extrapolated for years 2012 and 2013.    There exists no reliable world geothermal map. Consequently, geothermal potential is simply a binary variable equal to 1 if a country has a sizable portion of surface land hotter than 150 milliwatts per square meter, and 0 if otherwise. The Geothermal Education Office provided a global map of geothermal hot spots.  Data for large hydro potential was gathered from “Hydro,” a World Energy Council report from 2013. Data is measured as the gross annual theoretical hydroelectric 
29  generation possible by country. To gauge the meaning across countries, I divided annual potential by square kilometers.   Data for small hydro potential was gleaned from the Liu, Masera, and Esser (2013). Data was measured as the gross annual theoretical small hydroelectric generation by country. To gauge the meaning across countries, I divided annual potential by square kilometers.  Data for solar potential was taken from a picture (Figure 1) published by 3TIER18. Fig. 1 matched up with an appropriately geometrized shapefile in ArcGIS allowed me to create polygons within each country to sum up land covered by various solar irradiance concentration levels. I then divided this total by the miles of each country in order to find the solar irradiance per square mile. 
 Figure 1: Average solar irradiance (solar potential) 
                                                        18 3TIER: Renewable Energy Assessment and Forecasting. 
30   Data for wind potential was taken from a picture (Figure 2) also published by 3TIER. Fig. 2 matched up with an appropriately geometrized shapefile in ArcGIS allowed me to create polygons within each country to sum up land covered by various wind speed levels. I then divided this total by the miles of each country in order to find the wind speed per square mile. 
 Figure 2: Average wind speed at 80m (wind potential) 
Table 6 Summary statistics for renewable and other resource potentials Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Biomass potential 6096 70.28074 23.96283 3.412623 100 Geothermal potential 6096 0.1496063 0.3567144 0 1 Hydro potential 5664 417862.1 771348.9 119.1233 6850029 Small hydro potential 5256 9301.605 14896.91 0.3952765 97199.38 Solar potential 6096 190.1879 10.55146 165 215.438 Wind potential 6096 12.0289 2.585925 7 20 Oil reserves 6096 5.11558 25.03477 0 262.8852 Natural gas reserves 6096 0.5520607 2.512964 0 25.95863 Coal reserves 6096 3285.606 14058.03 0 157010 Nuclear reserves 6096 1339.659 5340.471 0 63260 
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4.1.3 ORit: Other Resource Reserves Variables Data for fossil fuel and nuclear reserves was compiled by cross-referencing data from the BP Statistical Review of World Energy 2013, the U.S. Energy Information Administration, and the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries. 
4.1.4 ECit: Economic Control Variables  GDP per capita, GDP growth, population density, and particulate matter (10 micrometers or less in diameter) were all found from the World Bank. The percent of population with access to electricity was found for 1990, 2000, and 2010 from reports published by the Wind Energy Outlook, with missing years being extrapolated. 
Table 7 Summary statistics for economic controls Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max GDPPC 5817 14622.45 17652.3 13.92647 112028.5 POPDEN 5914 144.771 414.2464 0.1216837 7589.143 GDPGROW 5796 8.083835 12.51521 -65.50279 119.9423 PM10 6072 53.85078 43.58758 8.026756 300.3345 ACCESS 6096 78.76847 30.56448 0 100  
4.1.5 PFit: Political Factor Variables  Transparency International provided corruption indices. I calculated indices for 50 U.S. states using Transparency’s country score with the ranking scale provided by Simpson et al. (2012), and for 27 Indian states using Transparency’s country score with the ranking scale provided by Charron (2009).  The average corruption score for U.S. states in Simpson et al. (2012) was normalized to the U.S. score provided by Transparency. The same technique was utilized for provinces in India. Provinces in Canada and Australia were assumed to be the index provided by Transparency. A higher corruption index score means 
32  the country is more transparent and trustworthy; thus, a higher corruption index is desirable.  The Environmental Performance Index (published by Yale) provided the environmentally friendliness index. Indices for U.S. states were normalized by a Forbes article ranking the most environmentally friendly states. Australian, Canadian, and Indian states were all assigned their respective score from the Yale report.  
Table 8 Summary statistics for political factors Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max COR 6096 50.47156 22.1881 8 91 EPI 6096 53.79922 19.25448 6 88  
4.1.6 NBit: Neighbor Weights Variables   Neighbor weights were calculated by utilizing country shapefiles from Natural Earth. The contiguity is 1, meaning it counts the number of adjacent neighbors of a particular country that have adopted a renewable policy in the previous year. Weighted variables were created in R. The weights are measured as the percentage of neighbors possessing a policy. Hence, a weight of 1 for RPS means that all adjacent countries have adopted an RPS in the previous year. 
Table 9 Summary statistics for neighborhood weights Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Weight any policy 6096 0.205521 0.3266926 0 1 Weight any FIT 6096 0.130203 0.2693557 0 1 Weight RPS 6096 0.1231589 0.2643113 0 1 Weight sum FITs 6096 0.4916872 1.135589 0 6 Weight biomass FIT 6096 0.0948163 0.292985 0 1 Weight geothermal FIT 6096 0.0359252 0.1861189 0 1 Weight hydro FIT 6096 0.0410105 0.1983308 0 1 Weight small hydro FIT 6096 0.0802165 0.2716504 0 1 Weight solar FIT 6096 0.0999016 0.2998933 0 1 Weight wind FIT 6096 0.1023622 0.3031489 0 1 
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4.2 Data for Estimating the Effects of Renewable Policies This section describers the data that is used to create the measures and perform the analysis laid out in section 3.3. Each total installed capacity variable for renewables was calculated utilizing data primarily the BP Statistical World Energy Review and the U.S. Energy Information Administration; however, additional data was added from Bloomberg New Energy Finance, Small Hydro World, and various Wind Energy Reports published by the Global Wind Energy Council. Each newly installed capacity variable for renewables was calculated by subtracting the current installed capacity from the previous year to find the newly installed capacity. Each capacity variable is in megawatts. Data collection in the previous section also allowed me to recreate a trend variable used by Yin and Powers (2009). This is a country-wide cumulative sum variable, denoting the number of years a policy has been in place. Comprehensive data gathering from a multitude of sources yielded real FIT levels in 2012 U.S. dollars and RPS percent quotas. For RPSs, the variable is the nominal percentage requirement as written into law. This may be percent of renewables consumed or generated, depending on the country. While most percentages must be attained by 2020, some policies require generation to be attained from 2018-2025. For simplification, each RPS is expected to meet their generation/consumption standard by 2020. 
Table 10 Summary statistics for fixed effects variables Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max New biomass capacity 6096 12.1213 141.0747 0 6079.2 New geothermal capacity 6096 0.992738 47.15866 0 1931 New hydro capacity 6096 84.96889 971.9275 0 43336 New small hydro capacity 6096 3.394896 42.68478 0 2110.93 New solar capacity  6096 23.03892 314.6693 0 11700 New wind capacity  6096 51.29878 501.3056 0 18956 
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Table 10: Continued      Biomass FIT trend 6096 0.5854659 2.327123 0 24 Geothermal FIT trend 6096 0.2045604 1.340596 0 24 Hydro FIT trend 6096 0.2997047 1.868501 0 24 Small hydro FIT trend 6096 0.3978018 1.723853 0 24 Solar FIT trend 6096 0.527231 2.104391 0 24 Wind FIT trend 6096 0.6459974 2.478126 0 24 Real biomass FIT 6096 0.0112046 0.0392218 0 0.41 Real geothermal FIT 6096 0.0052701 0.0308946 0 0.39 Real hydro FIT 6096 0.0040075 0.021165 0 0.24 Real small hydro FIT 6096 0.0088983 0.0360854 0 0.56 Real solar FIT 6096 0.0289115 0.101798 0 0.89 Real wind FIT 6096 0.0119683 0.0411539 0 0.56 Real RPS 6096 0.0218885 0.0726536 0 0.93 Electricity price 1326 0.127029 0.0978184 0.01 0.7 TIC of electricity capacity 6096 14.71481 46.46577 0 1247  
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Chapter 5: Results 
5.1 Probit Results  The marginal effects from specifications 3.2.7-3.2.11 are presented in Tables 11-14. Complete specifications can be found in Appendix A. I first examine the POTit results corresponding to hypothesis 1a (countries with larger stocks of renewable potential are more likely to adopt renewable policies).  When considering the full specification of any policy (Table 11, 1st column), geothermal, small hydro, solar, and wind potentials are all positive and significant, implying countries rich in these resources are more likely to adopt a renewable policy. The interpretation for the solar potential variable is that for every unit increase in solar irradiance per square mile, the probability that a country will adopt a policy increases by 0.002. Biomass potential is insignificant, and large hydro potential is negative and significant, meaning countries with greater stocks of large hydro potential are less likely to adopt a policy. For policy adoption in developing countries (Table 12, 1st column), the potentials for geothermal, small hydro, and wind are positive and significant, and large hydro remains negative and significant. In summary, countries with greater large hydro potential are less likely to adopt a policy, but countries with large amounts of geothermal, small hydro, solar, and wind potentials are more likely to adopt a renewable policy. Thus, hypothesis 1 is confirmed for every renewable except biomass and large hydro.  For hypothesis 1b (countries with larger stocks of a specific renewable potential are more likely to adopt a FIT for that renewable), I consider the bold results outlined in Table 13 (all countries) and 14 (developing countries). For all countries, geothermal, hydro, solar, and wind potential are all significant and positive. This means countries with a large (e.g.) 
36  solar potential are more likely to adopt a FIT for solar energy, and so on. Interestingly, small hydro potential is negative and significant. This result is dissimilar from what was found for any policy, meaning that countries with larger amounts of small hydro potential are not likely to adopt a FIT for small hydro; instead, they are more likely to adopt an RPS. This result is confirmed by the small hydro potential variable in Tables 11 and 12 (3rd column).  For developing countries (Table 14), only geothermal and wind are positive and significant, and the rest of the renewable types are insignificant. This means that developing countries, when considering the renewable potential they possess, are more likely to only adopt a FIT for geothermal and/or wind. Hypothesis 1b appears to be confirmed for all countries (4 out of 6 renewable potentials are positive and significant), but not for developing countries (only 2 out of 6 renewable potentials are positive and significant).  For hypothesis 2 (larger nuclear and fossil fuel reserves decrease the likelihood of policy adoption) I consider the four ORit variables of column 1 in Tables 11 and 12. Surprisingly, coal and nuclear reserves are positive and significant, while natural gas is negative and significant. Countries with larger coal and nuclear reserves are more likely to adopt a renewable policy, while those with larger natural gas deposits are not likely to adopt a policy. This is an ideal result from an environmental perspective; after all, natural gas burns much cleaner than coal, so one would hope that countries with a dirtier reserve are more likely to adopt more clean methods for producing electricity. Oil remains insignificant in both all country and developing country models. Given that oil is rarely used in the production of electricity, this result may be predictable. 
37  When considering only developing countries, the negative sign for natural gas is switched to positive, and coal and nuclear keep their positive significance. This means larger reserves of these three variables increase the likelihood that a country will adopt a renewable policy. Possibly the most obvious answer is that countries with solid electricity sources are simply looking to expand their energy portfolio to meet their constituents energy needs. It is clear that hypothesis 2 is not confirmed, and for developed countries, we may observe the reverse.  The story for hypothesis 3 (greater economic ability increases adoption likelihood are associated with a higher probability of policy adoption) is quite clear. GDP per capita, air pollution, and population density all play supportive roles in policy adoption. Each of these three variables are significant for both all country and developing country models. Wealthier, highly polluted, and more densely populated countries are more likely to adopt renewable policies. GDP growth, and access to electricity are insignificant. For the most part, hypothesis 3 is confirmed; however, it is obvious that only GDP growth and access to electricity do not influence the decision to adopt policies.  Hypothesis 4 (less corruption and more environmental friendliness) is also confirmed. Less corrupt governments (a higher index indicates more governmental purity) and those with a better environmental score are more likely to adopt a renewable policy. The significance for corruption is kept in developing countries, while environmentalism loses its significance. This indicates that environmentalism has no observable effect in whether or not a country adopts a policy, but the positive sign for corruption is encouraging. Simply put, better-functioning governments are more likely to adopt a renewable policy.  
38   Hypothesis 5 (neighboring countries with a renewable policy increase the likelihood that a country will adopt a renewable policy) is confirmed as well. The neighbor variable is positive and significant in both all country and developing country models. The coefficient is interpreted such that the probability that a country will adopt a renewable policy increases by 0.139 for every surrounding country that already possesses a renewable policy.    
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Table 11    
Probit results (marginal effects) for policies in all countries 
Variable Any policy Any FIT RPS 
Biomass potential .0001166                
(.0002365) 
.0003874*                
(.0002158) 
.0000665                
(.0002654) 
Geothermal potential .0687427***                
(.0131374) 
.0436831***                
(.01171) 
.088485***                
(.0138238) 
Hydro potential -.0197027***                
(.0041418) 
-.0001913                
(.0035884) 
-.0359369***                
(.004532) 
Small hydro potential .0066027*                
(.0035963) 
-.0052092*                
(.0031555) 
.0183527***                
(.0042607) 
Solar potential .001907***                
(.0007313) 
.0023972***                
(.0006776) 
-.0026289***                
(.0007666) 
Wind potential .0121808***                
(.0020799) 
.0038958**                
(.001956) 
.0091948***                
(.002229) 
Oil reserves .0092448                
(.008258) 
.0212781***                
(.0072694) 
-.0093223                
(.0095695) 
Natural gas reserves -.0283371*                
(.0159319) 
-.0517211***                
(.0143955) 
-.0105277                
(.0191926) 
Coal reserves .0056359***                
(.0012228) 
.0030289***                
(.0011233) 
.0052031***                
(.0012265) 
Nuclear reserves .0076352***                
(.0015042) 
.0013586                
(.0013075) 
.007722***                
(.0014904) 
GDP per capita .0321883***                
(.0079265) 
.0260209***                
(.0069422) 
-.0149216*                
(.0086723) 
GDP growth .000506                
(.0005036) 
.0005858                
(.0004275) 
-.001695***                
(.000602) 
Air pollution .0736154***                
(.0122469) 
.0413759***                
(.0104752) 
.0587829***                
(.0157935) 
Access to electricity, lagged -.000304                
(.0003585) 
.0001002                
(.000304) 
.0007879                
(.0005317) 
Population density .039978***                
(.0038079) 
.0194527***                
(.0036326) 
.0252341***                
(.0040012) 
Corruption .0014712***                
(.0004278) 
.0006284                
(.0003854) 
.0007005                
(.0004396) 
Environmental .0031105***                
(.0004685) 
.0017371***                
(.0004279) 
.0033886***                
(.0004956) 
RPS, lagged - .0159431                (.0111286) - 
Any FIT, lagged - - .0528172***                (.0122069) 
Neighbor .1393546***                
(.0143294) 
.0793445***                
(.0142404) 
.1961021***                
(.0149725) 
    
Year effects Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 4802 4802 4054 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a policy exists. 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.   
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Table 12    
Probit results (marginal effects) for policies in developing countries 
Variable Any policyD Any FITD RPSD 
Biomass potential .0000639                
(.0002735) 
-.0002674                
(.0002617) 
.0014141**                
(.0005935) 
Geothermal potential .0952926***                
(.0157739) 
.087906***                
(.0150067) 
.1812108***                
(.0441022) 
Hydro potential -.010311**                
(.0044165) 
-.0036886                
(.0042479) 
-.0704673***                
(.0141014) 
Small hydro potential .0106703***                
(.0038449) 
.0065574*                
(.003652) 
.0555386***                
(.0123109) 
Solar potential -.0001285                
(.0012848) 
-.0019463                
(.0012722) 
.0040743                
(.0028967) 
Wind potential .013938***                
(.0026153) 
.0077218***                
(.0025756) 
.0126134**                
(.0057023) 
Oil reserves -.0027492                
(.0096626) 
-.0052196                
(.0093903) 
.0620962**                
(.0291078) 
Natural gas reserves .0410886**                
(.0191186) 
.0449309**                
(.0184034) 
-.1294924*                
(.078178) 
Coal reserves .0045921***                
(.0014164) 
.0019089                
(.0014199) 
.0101822***                
(.0023542) 
Nuclear reserves .0096019***                
(.0019802) 
.0094662***                
(.0019163) 
.0062568*                
(.0034434) 
GDP per capita .035039***                
(.0079146) 
.0410534***                
(.0076243) 
-.0246602                
(.0162881) 
GDP growth -.0002376                
(.0004779) 
.0004979                
(.0004432) 
-.0037171***                
(.0010334) 
Air pollution .0357648***                
(.0101881) 
.0468771***                
(.0097943) 
-.097732***                
(.0323305) 
Access to electricity, lagged -.000327                
(.0003109) 
-.0005133*                
(.0003051) 
-.000329                
(.0006567) 
Population density .0282814***                
(.0052736) 
.0223397***                
(.0051459) 
.0238304                
(.0146272) 
Corruption .0015512***                
(.0004925) 
.0019774***                
(.0004978) 
-.0024448**                
(.0010193) 
Environmental .0000207                
(.0005001) 
.0002012                
(.0004789) 
-.0002937                
(.0010563) 
RPS, lagged - .0690855***                (.0163017) - 
Any FIT, lagged - - .0479115**                (.0238034) 
Neighbor .0650772***                
(.0181866) 
.0281664                
(.0194679) 
.1989021***                
(.0365384) 
    
Year effects Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 2622 2622 983 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a policy exists. 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.   
41   
Table 13       
Probit results (marginal effects) for specific FITs in all countries 
Variable Biomass Geothermal Hydro Small hydro Solar Wind 
Biomass potential .000156                
(.0002045) 
-.0004497**                
(.0001632) 
.0003497**                
(.0001621) 
.0003757**                
(.0001901) 
.0002907                
(.0001965) 
.0003166                
(.0002061) 
Geothermal potential .0385886***                
(.0109905) 
.0894224***                
(.0084568) 
.0181066**                
(.0076822) 
.0140776                
(.0101045) 
.0103665                
(.0107979) 
.0335078***                
(.0110273) 
Hydro potential -.0030308                
(.0034055) 
.0060458***                
(.0022923) 
.0113092***                
(.0026933) 
.0093486***                
(.0029264) 
.0067464**                
(.0032425) 
-.0014981                
(.0033043) 
Small hydro potential -.0018931                
(.0030106) 
-.0085806***                
(.0020106) 
-.0150251***                
(.0025328) 
-.0098362***                
(.0025214) 
-.0056558**            
(.0028744) 
-.0043964                
(.0029238) 
Solar potential .0013298**                
(.0006776) 
.0014208***                
(.000494) 
.0036058***                
(.0005253) 
.0045786***                
(.0006301) 
.0040049***                
(.0006665) 
.0023989***                
(.0006329) 
Wind potential .0027074                
(.0017868) 
.0096673***                
(.0014828) 
.0092464***                
(.0014505) 
.0075648***                
(.0017072) 
.0040772**                
(.0018242) 
.006819***                
(.0018023) 
Oil reserves .0257226***                
(.0069812) 
.0114525***                
(.0043997) 
.009908*                
(.0050941) 
.0030837                
(.0062092) 
.0038478                
(.0073236) 
.0218561***                
(.0065985) 
Natural gas reserves -.0350281***                
(.0134718) 
-.013984*                
(.0083242) 
-.0248348**                
(.0112173) 
-.01314                
(.0117497) 
-.0109836                
(.0136477) 
-.0615769***                
(.0133498) 
Coal reserves -.0002072                
(.0010362) 
.0014645*                
(.0007551) 
-.0024355***                
(.0008685) 
.0023541**                
(.0009613) 
.0011216                
(.0010255) 
.0003391                
(.0010881) 
Nuclear reserves .0062945***                
(.0011363) 
.0003949                
(.0006758) 
.0017306**                
(.0007751) 
.002443**                
(.0010742) 
.0019446                
(.0012201) 
.0027613**                
(.0011785) 
GDP per capita .018346***                
(.0061871) 
.0071305                
(.0049174) 
.0236269***                
(.0053772) 
.0038768                
(.0057725) 
.0157892**                
(.0063991) 
.0359794***                
(.0064387) 
GDP growth .0001756                
(.00039) 
-.0000333                
(.0002534) 
-2.85e-06                
(.0003342) 
.0004231                
(.0003443) 
.0007062*                
(.0003946) 
.0004594                
(.0003991) 
Air pollution .0359983***                
(.0097521) 
.0028988                
(.0089428) 
.0446253***                
(.0091148) 
.0126951                
(.0077775) 
.0378135***                
(.0093889) 
.0396143***                
(.0095257) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged 
-.0001587                
(.0002777) 
-.0015101***                
(.0002605) 
-.001984***                
(.0003249) 
.0006482***                
(.0002484) 
-.0002757                
(.0002706) 
.0006313**                
(.0003068) 
Population density .0240549***                
(.0036791) 
.0140268***                
(.0028672) 
.0124036***                
(.0027486) 
.0207207***                
(.0033178) 
.0191372***                
(.0034283) 
.0134488***                
(.0034396) 
Corruption .0003543                
(.0003557) 
-.0028229***                
(.0002833) 
-.0014717***                
(.0002776) 
-.0003248                
(.0003268) 
.0005798                
(.0003586) 
-.0003452                
(.0003629) 
Environmental .0010555***                
(.0003839) 
.0042997***                
(.0004714) 
.0051051***                
(.0005019) 
.0018993***         
(.000361) 
.0022657***                
(.0003883) 
.0011795***                
(.0004102) 
RPS, lagged .0043646                
(.0101649) 
-.0202266***                
(.0068216) 
-.0194333***                
(.0075481) 
.0032828                
(.0093561) 
.0277358***                
(.0097735) 
.0023645                
(.0102991) 
Neighbor .0483469***                
(.0138274) 
.0439672***                
(.0103746) 
-.0348809***                
(.0111782) 
.0102102                
(.0132652) 
.0932757***            
(.0130429) 
.0591355***                
(.0140633) 
       
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 4802 4553 4553 4802 4802 4802 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a specific FIT exists. 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.    
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Table 14       
Probit results (marginal effects) for specific FITs in developing countries 
Variable BiomassD GeothermalD HydroD Small hydroD SolarD WindD 
Biomass potential -.0002819                
(.0002572) 
-.0013091***                
(.0002487) 
.0009373**                
(.0003711) 
-.000323                
(.0004977) 
-.0001325                
(.0002645) 
.0001824                
(.0002818) 
Geothermal potential .0807317***                
(.0149151) 
.0974153***                
(.0137043) 
.0611218**                
(.0164564) 
.1023227***                
(.0281363) 
.0651437***                
(.0153971) 
.0757614***                
(.0153232) 
Hydro potential -.0133105***                
(.0043022) 
.0075285**                
(.0035573) 
.0021793                
(.0034765) 
.0063986                
(.0073741) 
-.0094133**                
(.004247) 
-.0077839*                
(.0042276) 
Small hydro potential .0125405***                
(.0037402) 
-.0043321**                
(.002111) 
-.0061048**                
(.0025585) 
-.0015849                
(.0064087) 
.0035054                
(.0036175) 
.0088679**                
(.0036137) 
Solar potential -.0024403*                
(.0012576) 
.0009472                
(.0008097) 
.0007994                
(.0009121) 
-.0046855**                
(.0023619) 
-.0017605                
(.0012903) 
-.0005743                
(.0012337) 
Wind potential .0058527**               
(.0024424) 
.0173113***                
(.0021573) 
.0132711***                
(.0031535) 
.0158893***                
(.0046888) 
.0099311***                
(.0027303) 
.0121147***                
(.0026022) 
Oil reserves -.0029598                
(.0086336) 
-.0148052**                
(.0068733) 
.0058205                
(.0051112) 
-.0239222                
(.0172753) 
-.0203982*                
(.0108968) 
-.0032641                
(.0091035) 
Natural gas reserves .0601072***                
(.0171444) 
.051667***                
(.012926) 
.0046717                
(.0106255) 
.0849506***                
(.0328159) 
.0651937***                
(.0196837) 
.0239702                
(.0178002) 
Coal reserves .0008113                
(.001304) 
.0064541**                
(.001536) 
-.0049536**                
(.0021487) 
.0001159                
(.0027145) 
-.0000274                
(.001456) 
-.0025481*                
(.0015321) 
Nuclear reserves .0111649***                
(.0017233) 
.0010868                
(.0014105) 
.0050245**                
(.0021197) 
.0115709***                
(.0035075) 
.0019058                
(.0020426) 
.0105748***                
(.0018763) 
GDP per capita .0492388***                
(.0073243) 
.0258951***                
(.0066705) 
.0019436                
(.0065734) 
.0352415**                
(.0149279) 
.0398294***                
(.0075165) 
.0482623***                
(.0078167) 
GDP growth .0004084                
(.0004342) 
-.0001518                
(.0002) 
-.0001148                
(.0003382) 
.000329                
(.0008555) 
.0007187                
(.000467) 
.0005501                
(.0004583) 
Air pollution .0289801***                
(.0102651) 
-.035405***                
(.0103043) 
.0741374***                
(.0168867) 
.0468613***                
(.0166695) 
.0577524***         
(.0103587) 
.042993***                
(.0095729) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged 
-.0008387***                
(.0002944) 
-.0023071***                
(.0003092) 
-.0006061                
(.0004077) 
.0003511                
(.0005896) 
-.0006027**          
(.0002978) 
.0002522                
(.0003395) 
Population density .0326797***                
(.0060719) 
.034589***                
(.0077628) 
.007926                
(.0056073) 
.0202665**                
(.0091074) 
.0181907***                
(.0051504) 
.0092865*                
(.0053411) 
Corruption .0000634                
(.0005113) 
-.0027545***                
(.0005689) - 
.0040617***                
(.0009033) 
.0021548***                
(.0004959) 
.0010782**                
(.0005107) 
Environmental -.0002147                
(.0004554) 
.0053431***                
(.0009206) 
.0055858***                
(.0008723) 
.0016682*                
(.0008694) 
.0000763                
(.0004723) 
-.0000354                
(.0004997) 
RPS, lagged .0497903***             
(.0144367) 
-.0111715                
(.0098576) 
.02761**                
(.0123048) 
.1454139***                
(.0270457) 
.0944814***                
(.0153102) 
.0652478***                
(.0155438) 
Neighbor .0345878*                
(.0198481) 
.0667037***                
(.0212765) 
-.07286***                
(.0264345) 
-.0261056                
(.0385789) 
.0120155                
(.0200495) 
.0301142                
(.0201227) 
       
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 2622 2528 2528 1344 2394 2394 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a specific FIT exists. 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.   
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5.2 Results for the Count of FITs Adopted  Tables 15 and 16 relay results for the negative binomial regressions regarding the count of specific FITs. These regressions show the likelihood that countries will adopt additional FITs, as long as they already possess one FIT. I am interested in discovering if FIT adoption is specific to an individual sector, or if countries are adopting a number of FITs to beef up renewable production in multiple sectors.  When considering the most complete specification for all countries (CF7), geothermal, solar, and wind potentials are all significant and positive, meaning countries with higher stocks of these renewable potentials are more likely to adopt multiple FITs. Oil and nuclear reserves, GDP per capita, GDP growth, air pollution, access to electricity, population density, and environmentalism are all positive and significant meaning these greater amounts of these variables contribute to the adoption of multiple FITs. Small hydro potential and natural gas reserves are negative and significant, meaning countries with large amounts of these variables are less likely to adopt more FITs. These results are nearly identical to the any FIT specification (Table 11, 2nd column), indicating that when countries adopt a FIT, they are likely to adopt multiple FITs rather than focusing on incentivizing one specific technology.   When considering only developing countries, the story slightly changes. Geothermal, small hydro, and wind potentials are positive and significant, and large hydro and solar potential are negative and significant. This means developing countries with larger stocks of hydro and solar potential are less likely to adopt multiple FITs. Similar to the all country model, in developing countries natural gas, GDP per capita, air pollution, and population density are all positive and significant. I can confidently say countries with larger amounts 
44  of these variables are more likely to adopt multiple FITs, rather than pick a specific FIT and incentivize only that renewable type. Developed countries are less likely to adopt multiple FITs if they have large amounts of small hydro potential or oil reserves, whereas developing countries are less likely to adopt multiple FITs if they possess large solar or hydro potentials.    
45   
Table 15 
Negative binomial regression results for count of FIT's in all countries 
Variable (CF1) (CF2) (CF3) (CF4) CF5) (CF6) (CF7) 
Biomass potential 0.00214 0.00336 0.000635 0.000770 0.00155 0.00160 0.00151 
 (0.00245) (0.00262) (0.00280) (0.00282) (0.00281) (0.00281) (0.00281) 
Geothermal potential 0.690*** 0.666*** 0.635*** 0.640*** 0.595*** 0.592*** 0.567*** 
 (0.126) (0.127) (0.134) (0.135) (0.134) (0.134) (0.136) 
Hydro potential 0.0178 0.0121 0.0945** 0.0960** 0.0405 0.0436 0.0536 
 (0.0388) (0.0387) (0.0416) (0.0417) (0.0426) (0.0427) (0.0435) 
Small hydro potential 0.0705** 0.0575* -0.116*** -0.118*** -0.113*** -0.113*** -0.118*** 
 (0.0302) (0.0322) (0.0384) (0.0386) (0.0388) (0.0386) (0.0388) 
Solar potential 0.0400*** 0.0425*** 0.0356*** 0.0367*** 0.0338*** 0.0308*** 0.0308*** 
 (0.00695) (0.00698) (0.00767) (0.00798) (0.00807) (0.00836) (0.00837) 
Wind potential 0.170*** 0.167*** 0.138*** 0.137*** 0.130*** 0.128*** 0.126*** 
 (0.0234) (0.0235) (0.0241) (0.0242) (0.0240) (0.0239) (0.0240) 
Oil reserves  0.329*** 0.290*** 0.294*** 0.316*** 0.309*** 0.307*** 
  (0.0931) (0.0971) (0.0974) (0.0974) (0.0970) (0.0971) 
Natural gas reserves  -0.314* -0.544*** -0.537*** -0.594*** -0.574*** -0.563*** 
  (0.164) (0.174) (0.175) (0.177) (0.177) (0.177) 
Coal reserves  -0.00391 -0.000929 -0.000351 0.000116 0.00259 0.00154 
  (0.0127) (0.0129) (0.0129) (0.0129) (0.0130) (0.0130) 
Nuclear reserves  0.0651*** 0.0422*** 0.0409*** 0.0475*** 0.0486*** 0.0470*** 
  (0.0136) (0.0144) (0.0146) (0.0145) (0.0145) (0.0146) 
GDP per capita   0.415*** 0.393*** 0.206** 0.196** 0.198** 
   (0.0636) (0.0774) (0.0822) (0.0824) (0.0822) 
GDP growth   0.00772 0.00774 0.0103** 0.0104** 0.0106** 
   (0.00525) (0.00525) (0.00525) (0.00524) (0.00523) 
Air pollution   0.454*** 0.459*** 0.700*** 0.687*** 0.692*** 
   (0.115) (0.116) (0.122) (0.122) (0.122) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged 
  0.00678* 0.00705* 0.00655* 0.00673* 0.00643* 
  (0.00356) (0.00360) (0.00357) (0.00357) (0.00356) 
Population density   0.318*** 0.318*** 0.373*** 0.362*** 0.361*** 
   (0.0456) (0.0456) (0.0470) (0.0475) (0.0475) 
Corruption    0.00228 -0.000366 -0.00172 -0.00188 
    (0.00456) (0.00458) (0.00470) (0.00470) 
Environmental     0.0333*** 0.0336*** 0.0333*** 
     (0.00516) (0.00516) (0.00517) 
Neighbor      0.0553 0.0529 
      (0.0414) (0.0414) 
RPS, lagged       0.149 
       (0.130) 
        
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,232 5,232 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is a count of the number of FIT's a country possesses 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%. 
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Table 16 
Negative binomial regression results for count of FIT's in developing countries 
Variable (CFD1) (CFD2) (CFD3) (CFD4) (CFD5) (CFD6) (CFD7) 
Biomass potential -0.00170 0.00705* -0.00346 -0.00433 -0.00425 -0.00428 -0.00671 
 (0.00382) (0.00427) (0.00465) (0.00466) (0.00466) (0.00467) (0.00467) 
Geothermal 
potential 
1.531*** 1.679*** 1.636*** 1.744*** 1.736*** 1.710*** 1.620*** 
(0.209) (0.211) (0.232) (0.238) (0.239) (0.241) (0.236) 
Hydro potential -0.229*** -0.280*** -0.203*** -0.209*** -0.212*** -0.213*** -0.148** 
 (0.0652) (0.0677) (0.0718) (0.0717) (0.0723) (0.0721) (0.0723) 
Small hydro 
potential 
0.189*** 0.337*** 0.173*** 0.158** 0.157** 0.153** 0.127** 
(0.0438) (0.0523) (0.0632) (0.0634) (0.0635) (0.0636) (0.0620) 
Solar potential -0.0143 -0.0436** -0.0720*** -0.0733*** -0.0717*** -0.0717*** -0.0804*** 
 (0.0204) (0.0207) (0.0225) (0.0225) (0.0228) (0.0227) (0.0226) 
Wind potential 0.202*** 0.196*** 0.149*** 0.143*** 0.144*** 0.142*** 0.109*** 
 (0.0368) (0.0369) (0.0372) (0.0373) (0.0373) (0.0373) (0.0379) 
Oil reserves  0.305* 0.0646 0.0979 0.0967 0.0945 0.0935 
  (0.170) (0.179) (0.180) (0.180) (0.179) (0.176) 
Natural gas reserves  0.446 0.331 0.356 0.352 0.365 0.391 
 (0.307) (0.324) (0.324) (0.324) (0.325) (0.320) 
Coal reserves  0.00259 0.0164 0.0143 0.0141 0.0167 -0.00716 
  (0.0201) (0.0205) (0.0205) (0.0204) (0.0208) (0.0220) 
Nuclear reserves  0.0899*** 0.101*** 0.105*** 0.105*** 0.102*** 0.108*** 
  (0.0283) (0.0290) (0.0289) (0.0290) (0.0293) (0.0294) 
GDP per capita   0.809*** 0.738*** 0.721*** 0.717*** 0.742*** 
   (0.114) (0.119) (0.126) (0.126) (0.125) 
GDP growth   0.00225 0.00216 0.00247 0.00240 0.00289 
   (0.00720) (0.00718) (0.00721) (0.00721) (0.00711) 
Air pollution   0.690*** 0.713*** 0.740*** 0.737*** 0.792*** 
   (0.147) (0.147) (0.161) (0.161) (0.159) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged 
  -0.000867 -0.00123 -0.00117 -0.00139 -0.00346 
  (0.00468) (0.00469) (0.00469) (0.00470) (0.00468) 
Population density   0.282*** 0.271*** 0.285*** 0.287*** 0.264*** 
   (0.0754) (0.0756) (0.0826) (0.0824) (0.0813) 
Corruption    0.0167** 0.0166** 0.0155* 0.0210** 
    (0.00800) (0.00800) (0.00815) (0.00819) 
Environmental     0.00306 0.00389 0.00305 
     (0.00747) (0.00753) (0.00745) 
Neighbor      0.0599 -0.0420 
      (0.0778) (0.0829) 
RPS, lagged       0.810*** 
       (0.247) 
        
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 2,904 2,904 2,622 2,622 2,622 2,622 2,622 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is a count of the number of FIT's a country possesses 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.   
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5.3 Effect of Renewable Policies on Generation; Results  Tables 21-26 present the full results from several specifications of the fixed effects model outlined in Section 3.3. Tables 17-20 summarize the significant results by each renewable type.  When I use binary variables to represent FITs and RPSs (Table 17), I find that FITs are an effective policy at stimulating capacity for each renewable, except for large hydro in developing countries. RPSs succeed at increasing the capacities of biomass, small hydro, solar, and wind energies when all countries are considered. For developing countries, RPS is insignificant for geothermal and negative and significant for small hydro, meaning RPSs are not driving small hydro development.   From the first two columns of Table 18, we observe countries with a FIT for biomass will install 71% more biomass capacity per year on average, while a country with an RPS in place will install 41% more biomass capacity per year on average. In this specification, a FIT is more effective than an RPS in stimulating development for each renewable except solar and wind. The 3rd and 4th columns of Table 18 imply that developing countries with a FIT for biomass will install 67% more biomass capacity per year on average, while developing countries with an RPS will install 98% more biomass capacity per year on average. For developing countries, an RPS is more successful than FITs in stimulating new development in biomass, hydro, solar, and wind energies.  
Table 17    
Significant fixed effects regression results for binary policy 
Variable FIT  RPS  Fit developing  RPS developing 
Biomass 71% 44% 67% 98% 
Geothermal 8% - 20% - 
Hydro 34% - - 26% 
Small hydro 13% 8% 21% -16% 
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Table 17: Continued     
Solar 79% 82% 53% 83% 
Wind 86% 129% 110% 127%   Table 18 reports the significant results for each renewable type when including an interaction term for FIT and RPS. The interpretations remain the same as above. FITs are stimulating development in 5 out of 6 renewables in both all country and developing country models. The most interesting variables are RPS for small hydro (for both sets of countries) and wind for all countries. The coefficient for small hydro under an RPS was significant for both models in Table 17; after including the interaction term, small hydro under an RPS scheme is insignificant, For wind, the interaction term ‘FIT x RPS’ is negative and significant. This implies that having both a FIT and RPS mitigates the effectiveness of the policies for the wind variable in all countries; conversely, the effectiveness of both policies is positive for developing countries. 
Table 18       
Fixed effects regression results for binary policy with interaction term  
Variable FIT  RPS  Fit x RPS  FIT developing RPS developing Fit x RPS developing 
Biomass 56% 32% 43% 67% 100% - 
Geothermal - - - 16% - 34% 
Hydro 28% - - - - 81% 
Small hydro 22% - 24% 32% - 50% 
Solar 29% 45% 123% 29% 20% 121% 
Wind 103% 142% -48% 96% 94% 72%  The results from Table 19 imply that the lengths of time policies are in place also play a role in capacity development. Table 19 relays the significant results for each renewable type when quadratics for FITs and RPSs are included. As one would expect, the coefficients for these results are smaller than in previous specifications. For wind, each 
49  year a FIT is in place, a country will increase its capacity by 33% per year. For every year a country has an RPS, it can expect an increase in its biomass capacity by 26% per year.   The negative signs on each squared term (columns 2 and 4) for wind mean that over time, the effectiveness of both FITs and RPSs decreases. This is important because it means the effectiveness of these policies is stronger in initial years, and the longer the policy is in place the less effective it is at stimulating renewable capacities. Over time, the effectiveness of FITs for biomass and solar is positive, but for RPS the signs are negative, meaning over time the effectiveness of RPSs decreases. 
Table 19         
Fixed effects regression results for trend policies   
Variable FIT FIT squared RPS 
RPS 
squared 
Fit 
developing 
Fit squared 
developing RPS 
RPS squared 
developing 
Biomass 16% 0.1% 8% -0.4% 17% 0.6% 19% -2% 
Geothermal 2% - - - 7% -0.3% - - 
Hydro 9% - - 0.3% - - - - 
Small hydro 4% - 3% 0.2% 9% - - - 
Solar 19% 0.6% 19% -0.2% 15% 0.5% - 2% 
Wind 33% -1% 26% -0.3% 38% -0.8% 36% -2%   Table 20 reports the significant results for each renewable type when utilizing dollar amounts of FITs and percent levels of RPSs. The results for biomass in all countries (1st and 2nd columns) imply that for a 10 cent FIT for biomass, installed capacity would increase by 79% over the previous year; similarly, an RPS requiring 10% electricity from renewables would increase installed biomass capacity by 10% over the previous year. RPS is negative and significant for large hydro in the 2nd and 4th columns, meaning large hydro capacity is being increased by FITs, but not RPSs.  
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Table 20     
Fixed effects regression results for real FIT ($0.10) and RPS percent levels (10%) 
Variable FIT RPS FIT developing RPS developing 
Biomass 79% 10% 87% 32% 
Geothermal - - 19% - 
Hydro 38% -9% 62% -8% 
Small hydro 51% - - - 
Solar 31% 31% 24% 31% 
Wind 49% 43% 88% 34%   Total installed electric capacity is positive and significant for all renewables (Tables 21-26) except geothermal in developing countries, meaning this is an important driver in the development of renewable capacity. As a country’s electric installed capacity grows, it is clear that its renewables supply will also increase. The coefficient for total installed capacity in the 8th column of Table 21 means that as total installed electricity increases by one million kilowatts, its biomass capacity will grow by 32% over the previous year.   Interestingly, over and above stimulating renewable energy policy, income appears to not be a significant driver in the development of renewables. Only for hydro, small hydro, and wind is the coefficient for the full specification (8th column) positive and significant for developing countries. The coefficient for GDP per capita in the 8th column of Table 26 means that for every increase in $1,000 U.S. dollars, wind capacity will increase by 21%.    
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Table 21         
Fixed effects results for biomass     
Variable (Binary) (Binary +  Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
(Binary in  
Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.714*** 0.563***   0.666*** 0.673***   
 (0.0673) (0.0792)   (0.0715) (0.0773)   
Binary RPS 0.444*** 0.328***   0.978*** 0.998***   
 (0.0598) (0.0678)   (0.0900) (0.122)   
FIT x RPS  0.427***    -0.0392   
  (0.118)    (0.162)   
Trend FIT   0.161***    0.173***  
   (0.0183)    (0.0224)  
Trend RPS   0.0784***    0.194***  
   (0.0171)    (0.0449)  
Trend FIT2   0.00402***    0.00624***  
   (0.00115)    (0.00179)  
Trend RPS2   -0.00446***    -0.0168***  
   (0.00118)    (0.00561)  
Dollar FIT    7.909***    8.709*** 
    (0.508)    (0.604) 
Percent RPS    0.970***    3.227*** 
    (0.255)    (0.444) 
GDP per capita 0.0949* 0.0988* 0.154*** 0.0917 0.0452 0.0446 0.106** 0.0630 
 (0.0562) (0.0562) (0.0551) (0.0558) (0.0514) (0.0515) (0.0501) (0.0510) 
TIC electricity 0.192*** 0.189*** 0.204*** 0.221*** 0.256*** 0.256*** 0.251*** 0.315*** 
 (0.0672) (0.0671) (0.0650) (0.0669) (0.0598) (0.0598) (0.0582) (0.0594) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,586 5,586 5,586 5,586 3,223 3,223 3,223 3,223 
R-squared 0.124 0.126 0.177 0.136 0.191 0.191 0.235 0.200 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the natural log of added biomass capacity. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.   
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Table 22         
Fixed effects results for geothermal     
Variable (Binary) (Binary +  Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
(Binary in  
Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.0830* 0.0762   0.202*** 0.156**   
 (0.0460) (0.0535)   (0.0707) (0.0731)   
Binary RPS -0.0151 -0.0171   0.0478 -0.00326   
 (0.0267) (0.0279)   (0.0525) (0.0565)   
FIT x RPS  0.0193    0.341**   
  (0.0771)    (0.141)   
Trend FIT   0.0249*    0.0697***  
   (0.0134)    (0.0219)  
Trend RPS   -0.00270    0.00916  
   (0.00781)    (0.0270)  
Trend FIT2   -0.00104    -0.00259*  
   (0.000931)    (0.00145)  
Trend RPS2   0.000393    -0.00145  
   (0.000541)    (0.00351)  
Dollar FIT    0.267    1.857*** 
    (0.274)    (0.582) 
Percent RPS    0.0132    0.108 
    (0.116)    (0.268) 
GDP per capita -0.00289 -0.00273 0.00149 -0.00142 0.0301 0.0349 0.0331 0.0314 
 (0.0256) (0.0256) (0.0259) (0.0257) (0.0310) (0.0310) (0.0311) (0.0309) 
TIC electricity 0.0369 0.0370 0.0408 0.0388 0.0137 0.0177 0.0168 0.0156 
 (0.0310) (0.0310) (0.0310) (0.0312) (0.0360) (0.0360) (0.0360) (0.0360) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,766 5,766 5,766 5,766 3,220 3,220 3,220 3,220 
R-squared 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.039 0.040 0.040 0.039 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the natural log of added geothermal capacity. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%. 
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Table 23         
Fixed effects results for hydro     
Variable (Binary) (Binary +  Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
(Binary in  
Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.340** 0.283*   0.370 0.238   
 (0.142) (0.166)   (0.229) (0.239)   
Binary RPS -0.0278 -0.0426   0.260* 0.141   
 (0.0764) (0.0797)   (0.150) (0.163)   
FIT x RPS  0.147    0.807*   
  (0.222)    (0.417)   
Trend FIT   0.0876**    0.104  
   (0.0371)    (0.0691)  
Trend RPS   -0.0365    -0.0189  
   (0.0225)    (0.0794)  
Trend FIT2   -0.00308    -0.00291  
   (0.00196)    (0.00434)  
Trend RPS2   0.00268*    0.00393  
   (0.00156)    (0.0103)  
Dollar FIT    3.881***    6.178*** 
    (1.299)    (1.911) 
Percent RPS    -0.863***    -0.763 
    (0.331)    (0.767) 
GDP per capita 0.289*** 0.293*** 0.302*** 0.275*** 0.271*** 0.281*** 0.294*** 0.283*** 
 (0.0729) (0.0731) (0.0738) (0.0730) (0.0903) (0.0904) (0.0905) (0.0899) 
TIC electricity 0.837*** 0.836*** 0.833*** 0.811*** 0.763*** 0.775*** 0.761*** 0.777*** 
 (0.0873) (0.0874) (0.0872) (0.0875) (0.105) (0.105) (0.105) (0.105) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,369 5,369 5,369 5,369 3,078 3,078 3,078 3,078 
R-squared 0.091 0.092 0.092 0.093 0.113 0.114 0.112 0.114 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the natural log of added hydro capacity. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.   
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Table 24         
Fixed effects results for small hydro     
Variable (Binary) (Binary +  Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
(Binary in  
Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.132*** 0.222***   0.214*** 0.323***   
 (0.0431) (0.0518)   (0.0660) (0.0732)   
Binary RPS -0.0798** -0.0230   -0.164* 0.0615   
 (0.0370) (0.0412)   (0.0844) (0.107)   
FIT x RPS  -0.242***    -0.503***   
  (0.0772)    (0.148)   
Trend FIT   0.0377***    0.0923**  
   (0.0135)    (0.0388)  
Trend RPS   -0.0321***    -0.0427  
   (0.0108)    (0.0381)  
Trend FIT2   -0.000765    -0.00294  
   (0.00101)    (0.00563)  
Trend RPS2   0.00179**    -0.00163  
   (0.000753)    (0.00428)  
Dollar FIT    0.508*    0.607 
    (0.297)    (0.546) 
Percent RPS    -0.158    0.239 
    (0.160)    (0.412) 
GDP per capita 0.196*** 0.195*** 0.197*** 0.207*** 0.226*** 0.216*** 0.223*** 0.224*** 
 (0.0358) (0.0358) (0.0362) (0.0357) (0.0485) (0.0485) (0.0486) (0.0485) 
TIC electricity 0.213*** 0.218*** 0.213*** 0.217*** 0.210*** 0.212*** 0.221*** 0.209*** 
 (0.0429) (0.0429) (0.0429) (0.0432) (0.0565) (0.0564) (0.0565) (0.0566) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,810 5,810 5,810 5,810 3,242 3,242 3,242 3,242 
R-squared 0.036 0.038 0.037 0.034 0.055 0.059 0.059 0.052 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the natural log of added small hydro capacity. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.   
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Table 25         
Fixed effects results for solar     
Variable (Binary) (Binary +  Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
(Binary in  
Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.791*** 0.289***   0.533*** 0.294***   
 (0.0469) (0.0565)   (0.0469) (0.0500)   
Binary RPS 0.818*** 0.446***   0.829*** 0.200***   
 (0.0429) (0.0486)   (0.0585) (0.0776)   
FIT x RPS  1.234***    1.212***   
  (0.0808)    (0.101)   
Trend FIT   0.193***    0.146***  
   (0.0124)    (0.0147)  
Trend RPS   0.191***    -0.00662  
   (0.0110)    (0.0246)  
Trend FIT2   0.00566***    0.00499***  
   (0.000793)    (0.00127)  
Trend RPS2   -0.00248***    0.0220***  
   (0.000757)    (0.00300)  
Dollar FIT    3.123***    2.381*** 
    (0.124)    (0.127) 
Percent RPS    3.129***    3.146*** 
    (0.179)    (0.279) 
GDP per capita -0.328*** -0.311*** -0.117*** -0.318*** 0.0139 0.0332 0.106*** 0.0292 
 (0.0405) (0.0397) (0.0359) (0.0399) (0.0335) (0.0328) (0.0287) (0.0329) 
TIC electricity -0.0623 -0.0660 -0.0292 -0.0327 0.0473 0.0469 0.0202 0.0845** 
 (0.0488) (0.0478) (0.0427) (0.0482) (0.0389) (0.0381) (0.0334) (0.0384) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,803 5,803 5,803 5,803 3,242 3,242 3,242 3,242 
R-squared 0.352 0.379 0.504 0.373 0.243 0.277 0.448 0.266 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the natural log of added solar capacity. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.    
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Table 26         
Fixed effects results for wind     
Variable (Binary) (Binary +  Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
(Binary in  
Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.856*** 1.029***   1.097*** 0.957***   
 (0.0712) (0.0841)   (0.0731) (0.0796)   
Binary RPS 1.285*** 1.419***   1.269*** 0.936***   
 (0.0638) (0.0727)   (0.0918) (0.119)   
FIT x RPS  -0.475***    0.715***   
  (0.123)    (0.164)   
Trend FIT   0.330***    0.384***  
   (0.0195)    (0.0247)  
Trend RPS   0.257***    0.357***  
   (0.0182)    (0.0431)  
Trend FIT2   -0.0118***    -0.00814***  
   (0.00117)    (0.00224)  
Trend RPS2   -0.00361***    -0.0232***  
   (0.00126)    (0.00528)  
Dollar FIT    4.962***    8.752*** 
    (0.491)    (0.607) 
Percent RPS    4.316***    3.419*** 
    (0.281)    (0.464) 
GDP per capita -0.177*** -0.183*** -0.0454 -0.102 0.143*** 0.157*** 0.191*** 0.213*** 
 (0.0612) (0.0612) (0.0602) (0.0624) (0.0530) (0.0530) (0.0508) (0.0546) 
TIC electricity -0.196*** -0.191*** -0.166** -0.188** 0.153** 0.149** 0.139** 0.212*** 
 (0.0736) (0.0735) (0.0715) (0.0756) (0.0617) (0.0616) (0.0591) (0.0639) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,776 5,776 5,776 5,776 3,235 3,235 3,235 3,235 
R-squared 0.303 0.305 0.342 0.273 0.256 0.260 0.321 0.205 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the natural log of added wind capacity. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.   
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Chapter 6. Conclusion   Existing empirical research on the adoption of renewable-specific policies and the subsequent effectiveness of said policies is almost exclusively centered on the United States and Europe. Since most of the projected increase in energy demand in the next few decades comes from developing countries, this study has made it a point to not only study over panel of 160 countries over 24 years, but to also strip out developed countries to relay the effects of renewable policies in developing countries.   In this thesis, I determined the factors that drive countries to adopt renewable policies. I found that the adoption of a renewable policy is strongly linked to the stock of a country’s renewable resource potential (with the exception of hydro potential), higher GDP per capita, a more dense population, and worse air pollution. It appears that developing countries do not target renewables as a means to expand their electricity connectivity since access to electricity has no observable effect on policy adoption. My study also indicates countries with larger nuclear and coal reserves are more likely to adopt a renewable policy, whereas countries with larger natural gas reserves are less likely to adopt a renewable policy. Better functioning governments and greater environmental friendliness also contribute to the probability that a country will adopt a renewable-specific policy. These results hold true for developing countries, with minor differences in that solar potential and environmentalism are not major players in policy adoption, and those with larger natural gas reserves are more likely to adopt a policy.  I also quantified the degree to which renewable policies affect renewable energy capacities. My results show that actual dollar values of FITs have had a positive and significant effect on all renewable capacities (except geothermal for developed and small 
58  hydro for developing countries) in developed and developing countries. When using actual percent levels of RPSs, the capacities of biomass, solar, and wind are successfully stimulated. The results for the effectiveness of RPS on geothermal, large and small hydro are largely insignificant. The results from this thesis provide evidence that renewable-specific policies are important in developing renewable energy capacities around the world. A rigorous empirical analysis has now been completed for FIT effectiveness in Europe (Jenner, 2013), RPS effectiveness in the United States (Yin and Powers, 2009), and FIT and RPS effectiveness across the globe. This thesis also provides insight into the country characteristics that are beneficial for the adoption and preservation of policies stimulating renewable energy. Similar to the completeness of research analyzing policy effectiveness, studies investigating the factors leading to policy adoption have now been accomplished. Jenner et al. (2012) examined FIT adoption in Europe, Lyon and Yin (2010) studied RPS deployment in the United States, and this thesis for FITs and RPSs in a global context. Results from this thesis and the four papers above should be helpful to both researchers and government officials in determining successful ways to optimize their clean energy plans for the future. It is my hope that the conclusions gathered from this paper will help developing countries strategically deploy renewable-specific policies to play a supporting role in providing energy to its constituents in the coming years.    
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Table 27       
Probit results for any policy in all countries 
Variable (AP1) (AP2) (AP3) (AP4) (AP5) (AP6) 
Biomass potential 0.000715 -0.00222 -0.00218 -0.00115 -0.000285 0.000819 
 (0.00129) (0.00136) (0.00158) (0.00159) (0.00162) (0.00166) 
Geothermal potential 0.634*** 0.591*** 0.598*** 0.557*** 0.481*** 0.483*** 
 (0.0777) (0.0796) (0.0902) (0.0910) (0.0927) (0.0930) 
Hydro potential -0.204*** -0.161*** -0.120*** -0.111*** -0.141*** -0.138*** 
 (0.0233) (0.0242) (0.0280) (0.0283) (0.0289) (0.0293) 
Small hydro potential 0.225*** 0.160*** 0.0400 0.0281 0.0402 0.0464* 
 (0.0196) (0.0211) (0.0247) (0.0249) (0.0251) (0.0253) 
Solar potential 0.00606 0.00962** 0.00950* 0.0145*** 0.0156*** 0.0134*** 
 (0.00378) (0.00396) (0.00487) (0.00501) (0.00510) (0.00515) 
Wind potential 0.0981*** 0.0985*** 0.0890*** 0.0785*** 0.0813*** 0.0855*** 
 (0.0121) (0.0125) (0.0144) (0.0146) (0.0147) (0.0148) 
Oil reserves  -0.00360 -0.0211 0.0194 0.0280 0.0649 
  (0.0531) (0.0570) (0.0572) (0.0577) (0.0580) 
Natural gas reserves  -0.220** -0.250** -0.227** -0.203* -0.199* 
  (0.0955) (0.110) (0.111) (0.112) (0.112) 
Coal reserves  0.00308 0.0212*** 0.0267*** 0.0355*** 0.0396*** 
  (0.00744) (0.00819) (0.00832) (0.00856) (0.00866) 
Nuclear reserves  0.0992*** 0.0588*** 0.0527*** 0.0554*** 0.0536*** 
  (0.00888) (0.0103) (0.0104) (0.0105) (0.0107) 
GDP per capita   0.557*** 0.429*** 0.305*** 0.226*** 
   (0.0440) (0.0499) (0.0540) (0.0558) 
GDP growth   0.00291 0.00396 0.00451 0.00355 
   (0.00349) (0.00353) (0.00353) (0.00354) 
PM10   0.503*** 0.553*** 0.637*** 0.517*** 
   (0.0827) (0.0833) (0.0855) (0.0870) 
Access to electricity, lagged   -0.00224 -0.000159 -0.00230 -0.00214 
  (0.00242) (0.00249) (0.00253) (0.00252) 
Population density   0.292*** 0.302*** 0.311*** 0.281*** 
   (0.0267) (0.0269) (0.0271) (0.0277) 
Corruption    0.0159*** 0.0151*** 0.0103*** 
    (0.00289) (0.00295) (0.00302) 
Environmental     0.0203*** 0.0218*** 
     (0.00324) (0.00334) 
Neighbor      0.979*** 
      (0.105) 
Constant -4.515*** -5.243*** -12.24*** -13.65*** -14.22*** -12.35*** 
 (0.928) (0.964) (1.213) (1.264) (1.280) (1.290) 
       
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,232 5,232 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not any policy exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%   
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Table 28       
Probit results for any policy in developing countries 
Variable (APD1) (APD2) (APD3) (APD4) (APD5) (APD6) 
Biomass potential 0.00557** 0.00527** 0.00112 3.68e-05 8.37e-05 0.000649 
 (0.00230) (0.00251) (0.00270) (0.00274) (0.00274) (0.00278) 
Geothermal potential 0.856*** 1.025*** 0.929*** 1.012*** 1.021*** 0.968*** 
 (0.133) (0.143) (0.162) (0.164) (0.164) (0.165) 
Hydro potential -0.166*** -0.147*** -0.0950** -0.0892** -0.0852* -0.105** 
 (0.0358) (0.0387) (0.0445) (0.0445) (0.0448) (0.0451) 
Small hydro potential 0.192*** 0.237*** 0.125*** 0.104*** 0.104*** 0.108*** 
 (0.0284) (0.0325) (0.0385) (0.0390) (0.0391) (0.0392) 
Solar potential 0.0201** 0.0219** 0.00427 -0.00151 -0.00323 -0.00130 
 (0.00989) (0.0106) (0.0125) (0.0128) (0.0131) (0.0130) 
Wind potential 0.147*** 0.138*** 0.137*** 0.144*** 0.142*** 0.142*** 
 (0.0225) (0.0238) (0.0269) (0.0270) (0.0273) (0.0274) 
Oil reserves  0.0266 -0.0733 -0.0389 -0.0420 -0.0279 
  (0.0801) (0.0947) (0.0986) (0.0983) (0.0981) 
Natural gas reserves  0.336** 0.336* 0.357* 0.364* 0.417** 
  (0.162) (0.189) (0.195) (0.194) (0.195) 
Coal reserves  0.0419*** 0.0442*** 0.0413*** 0.0404*** 0.0466*** 
  (0.0131) (0.0141) (0.0142) (0.0143) (0.0145) 
Nuclear reserves  0.0944*** 0.0994*** 0.104*** 0.103*** 0.0975*** 
  (0.0182) (0.0200) (0.0202) (0.0202) (0.0205) 
GDP per capita   0.449*** 0.378*** 0.394*** 0.356*** 
   (0.0722) (0.0757) (0.0793) (0.0814) 
GDP growth   -0.00253 -0.00201 -0.00229 -0.00241 
   (0.00479) (0.00484) (0.00487) (0.00485) 
PM10   0.382*** 0.436*** 0.418*** 0.363*** 
   (0.0977) (0.0999) (0.103) (0.104) 
Access to electricity, lagged   -0.00303 -0.00296 -0.00266 -0.00332 
  (0.00308) (0.00312) (0.00315) (0.00316) 
Population density   0.321*** 0.299*** 0.288*** 0.287*** 
   (0.0509) (0.0516) (0.0544) (0.0547) 
Corruption    0.0185*** 0.0184*** 0.0158*** 
    (0.00496) (0.00495) (0.00505) 
Environmental     -0.00325 0.000211 
     (0.00490) (0.00508) 
Neighbor      0.661*** 
      (0.188) 
Constant -9.487*** -10.50*** -12.48*** -11.87*** -11.42*** -10.86*** 
 (2.167) (2.343) (2.663) (2.721) (2.804) (2.787) 
       
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 2,904 2,904 2,622 2,622 2,622 2,622 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not any policy exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%    
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Table 29        
Probit results for any FIT in all countries  
Variable (AF1) (AF2) (AF3) (AF4) (AF5) (AF6) (AF7) 
Biomass potential 0.00308** 0.00157 0.00212 0.00279 0.00301* 0.00313* 0.00317* 
 (0.00145) (0.00151) (0.00173) (0.00174) (0.00175) (0.00175) (0.00177) 
Geothermal potential 0.518*** 0.502*** 0.433*** 0.421*** 0.382*** 0.357*** 0.358*** 
 (0.0851) (0.0858) (0.0942) (0.0943) (0.0953) (0.0961) (0.0964) 
Hydro potential -0.0810*** -0.0684*** -0.00551 -0.000325 -0.0150 -0.00658 -0.00157 
 (0.0248) (0.0253) (0.0285) (0.0286) (0.0290) (0.0293) (0.0294) 
Small hydro potential 0.101*** 0.0738*** -0.0407 -0.0469* -0.0451* -0.0488* -0.0427* 
 (0.0205) (0.0216) (0.0255) (0.0257) (0.0258) (0.0258) (0.0259) 
Solar potential 0.0163*** 0.0185*** 0.0188*** 0.0229*** 0.0236*** 0.0236*** 0.0196*** 
 (0.00438) (0.00446) (0.00528) (0.00546) (0.00551) (0.00552) (0.00556) 
Wind potential 0.0653*** 0.0612*** 0.0262* 0.0218 0.0257 0.0225 0.0319** 
 (0.0137) (0.0138) (0.0156) (0.0157) (0.0158) (0.0159) (0.0161) 
Oil reserves  0.156*** 0.119** 0.147** 0.167*** 0.168*** 0.174*** 
  (0.0555) (0.0588) (0.0592) (0.0598) (0.0600) (0.0597) 
Natural gas reserves  -0.365*** -0.446*** -0.435*** -0.452*** -0.446*** -0.424*** 
  (0.104) (0.117) (0.118) (0.119) (0.120) (0.118) 
Coal reserves  0.00740 0.0157* 0.0185** 0.0212** 0.0198** 0.0248*** 
  (0.00819) (0.00890) (0.00898) (0.00909) (0.00912) (0.00922) 
Nuclear reserves  0.0400*** 0.0134 0.00947 0.0121 0.00949 0.0111 
  (0.00915) (0.0104) (0.0105) (0.0105) (0.0106) (0.0107) 
GDP per capita   0.412*** 0.327*** 0.249*** 0.252*** 0.213*** 
   (0.0440) (0.0517) (0.0556) (0.0556) (0.0570) 
GDP growth   0.00406 0.00475 0.00540 0.00556 0.00480 
   (0.00349) (0.00350) (0.00350) (0.00349) (0.00350) 
PM10   0.329*** 0.339*** 0.407*** 0.405*** 0.339*** 
   (0.0831) (0.0830) (0.0854) (0.0852) (0.0863) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged 
  0.00125 0.00236 0.000953 0.000874 0.000821 
  (0.00242) (0.00248) (0.00250) (0.00249) (0.00249) 
Population density   0.174*** 0.175*** 0.186*** 0.179*** 0.159*** 
   (0.0293) (0.0295) (0.0295) (0.0297) (0.0300) 
Corruption    0.00953*** 0.00837*** 0.00791** 0.00515 
    (0.00304) (0.00309) (0.00310) (0.00316) 
Environmental     0.0137*** 0.0132*** 0.0142*** 
     (0.00346) (0.00347) (0.00353) 
Binary RPS, lagged      0.168* 0.131 
      (0.0905) (0.0913) 
Neighbor       0.650*** 
       (0.119) 
Constant -6.798*** -7.089*** -11.92*** -12.84*** -13.27*** -13.21*** -11.90*** 
 (1.074) (1.090) (1.300) (1.345) (1.357) (1.358) (1.371) 
        
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,232 5,232 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not any FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 30        
Probit results for any FIT in developing countries    
Variable (AFD1) (AFD2) (AFD3) (AFD4) (AFD5) (AFD6) (AFD7) 
Biomass potential 0.00334 0.00321 -0.000830 -0.00224 -0.00224 -0.00331 -0.00291 
 (0.00231) (0.00254) (0.00276) (0.00281) (0.00281) (0.00283) (0.00285) 
Geothermal potential 0.903*** 1.072*** 0.970*** 1.042*** 1.041*** 0.976*** 0.956*** 
 (0.134) (0.143) (0.165) (0.166) (0.167) (0.167) (0.168) 
Hydro potential -0.123*** -0.110*** -0.0621 -0.0587 -0.0592 -0.0315 -0.0401 
 (0.0362) (0.0392) (0.0453) (0.0452) (0.0457) (0.0460) (0.0463) 
Small hydro potential 0.167*** 0.222*** 0.111*** 0.0866** 0.0866** 0.0702* 0.0713* 
 (0.0286) (0.0328) (0.0391) (0.0396) (0.0396) (0.0398) (0.0398) 
Solar potential 0.0109 0.00923 -0.00983 -0.0172 -0.0170 -0.0232* -0.0212 
 (0.0101) (0.0108) (0.0129) (0.0133) (0.0136) (0.0139) (0.0139) 
Wind potential 0.121*** 0.108*** 0.0965*** 0.101*** 0.102*** 0.0789*** 0.0840*** 
 (0.0226) (0.0238) (0.0271) (0.0272) (0.0274) (0.0281) (0.0284) 
Oil reserves  0.0249 -0.103 -0.0607 -0.0604 -0.0587 -0.0568 
  (0.0810) (0.0965) (0.101) (0.101) (0.103) (0.102) 
Natural gas reserves  0.412** 0.425** 0.450** 0.449** 0.466** 0.489** 
  (0.163) (0.192) (0.200) (0.200) (0.201) (0.201) 
Coal reserves  0.0275** 0.0299** 0.0263* 0.0264* 0.0165 0.0208 
  (0.0135) (0.0146) (0.0147) (0.0148) (0.0152) (0.0155) 
Nuclear reserves  0.0934*** 0.105*** 0.110*** 0.110*** 0.106*** 0.103*** 
  (0.0185) (0.0205) (0.0207) (0.0207) (0.0211) (0.0212) 
GDP per capita   0.537*** 0.460*** 0.458*** 0.463*** 0.447*** 
   (0.0748) (0.0783) (0.0818) (0.0829) (0.0843) 
GDP growth   0.00379 0.00434 0.00436 0.00585 0.00542 
   (0.00476) (0.00482) (0.00483) (0.00482) (0.00483) 
PM10   0.450*** 0.515*** 0.517*** 0.539*** 0.510*** 
   (0.101) (0.103) (0.106) (0.107) (0.108) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged 
  -0.00441 -0.00468 -0.00471 -0.00522 -0.00558* 
  (0.00320) (0.00325) (0.00330) (0.00331) (0.00332) 
Population density   0.288*** 0.263*** 0.264*** 0.239*** 0.243*** 
   (0.0524) (0.0531) (0.0561) (0.0566) (0.0567) 
Corruption    0.0219*** 0.0219*** 0.0228*** 0.0215*** 
    (0.00529) (0.00529) (0.00539) (0.00548) 
Environmental     0.000334 0.000954 0.00219 
     (0.00505) (0.00511) (0.00521) 
Binary RPS, lagged      0.813*** 0.752*** 
      (0.175) (0.180) 
Neighbor       0.306 
       (0.213) 
Constant -8.218*** -8.549*** -11.16*** -10.19*** -10.23*** -9.196*** -9.137*** 
 (2.214) (2.389) (2.770) (2.838) (2.927) (2.988) (2.973) 
        
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 2,904 2,904 2,622 2,622 2,622 2,622 2,622 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not any FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 31        
Probit results for RPS in all countries    
Variable  (RPS1)  (RPS2)  (RPS3)  (RPS4)  (RPS5)  (RPS6)  (RPS7) 
Biomass potential -0.000293 -0.00381** -0.00571*** -0.00489*** -0.00346* -0.00428** 0.000532 
(0.00155) (0.00164) (0.00188) (0.00190) (0.00194) (0.00197) (0.00212) 
Geothermal potential 0.770*** 0.750*** 0.825*** 0.785*** 0.705*** 0.679*** 0.707*** 
(0.0945) (0.0985) (0.108) (0.109) (0.111) (0.112) (0.112) 
Hydro potential -0.300*** -0.236*** -0.215*** -0.212*** -0.253*** -0.261*** -0.287*** 
 (0.0287) (0.0310) (0.0337) (0.0340) (0.0348) (0.0349) (0.0371) 
Small hydro potential 0.266*** 0.166*** 0.0761** 0.0718** 0.0926*** 0.110*** 0.147*** 
(0.0250) (0.0282) (0.0317) (0.0320) (0.0322) (0.0328) (0.0344) 
Solar potential -0.0116*** -0.01000** -0.0145** -0.0130** -0.0141** -0.0169*** -0.0210*** 
 (0.00430) (0.00463) (0.00565) (0.00573) (0.00582) (0.00588) (0.00615) 
Wind potential 0.0998*** 0.105*** 0.113*** 0.0999*** 0.0975*** 0.0995*** 0.0735*** 
 (0.0138) (0.0144) (0.0166) (0.0170) (0.0171) (0.0172) (0.0179) 
Oil reserves  -0.196*** -0.171** -0.140* -0.125* -0.142* -0.0745 
  (0.0713) (0.0740) (0.0737) (0.0731) (0.0751) (0.0765) 
Natural gas reserves  -0.275** -0.275* -0.256* -0.223 -0.137 -0.0841 
 (0.132) (0.148) (0.151) (0.151) (0.152) (0.153) 
Coal reserves  0.0154* 0.0295*** 0.0338*** 0.0432*** 0.0407*** 0.0416*** 
  (0.00849) (0.00913) (0.00928) (0.00957) (0.00963) (0.00986) 
Nuclear reserves  0.101*** 0.0729*** 0.0672*** 0.0717*** 0.0726*** 0.0617*** 
  (0.0101) (0.0114) (0.0115) (0.0117) (0.0117) (0.0120) 
GDP per capita   0.265*** 0.162*** -0.00333 -0.0453 -0.119* 
   (0.0534) (0.0606) (0.0667) (0.0683) (0.0694) 
GDP growth   -0.0124*** -0.0123*** -0.0113** -0.0126*** -0.0135*** 
   (0.00467) (0.00473) (0.00471) (0.00481) (0.00482) 
PM10   0.324*** 0.405*** 0.528*** 0.473*** 0.470*** 
   (0.110) (0.113) (0.118) (0.118) (0.127) 
Access to electricity lagged  0.00282 0.00604 0.00611 0.00656 0.00630 
  (0.00378) (0.00404) (0.00418) (0.00425) (0.00425) 
Population density   0.256*** 0.264*** 0.263*** 0.253*** 0.202*** 
  (0.0304) (0.0306) (0.0305) (0.0308) (0.0324) 
Corruption    0.0125*** 0.0118*** 0.0106*** 0.00560 
    (0.00335) (0.00343) (0.00344) (0.00352) 
Environmental     0.0227*** 0.0221*** 0.0271*** 
     (0.00372) (0.00377) (0.00402) 
Any FIT, lagged      0.469*** 0.422*** 
      (0.0950) (0.0984) 
Neighbor       1.567*** 
       (0.130) 
Constant -0.343 -0.847 -4.108*** -4.889*** -4.997*** -3.772** -1.619 
 (1.093) (1.162) (1.410) (1.452) (1.454) (1.480) (1.503) 
        
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 4,416 4,416 4,054 4,054 4,054 4,054 4,054 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not an RPS exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 32        
Probit results for RPS in developing countries    
Variable  (RPSD1)  (RPSD2)  (RPSD3)  (RPSD4)  (RPSD5)  (RPSD6)  (RPSD7) 
Biomass potential 0.0207*** 0.0167*** 0.0136*** 0.0136*** 0.0165*** 0.0155*** 0.0127** 
 (0.00389) (0.00407) (0.00501) (0.00502) (0.00528) (0.00539) (0.00538) 
Geothermal potential 1.375*** 1.810*** 1.964*** 1.936*** 1.951*** 1.788*** 1.628*** 
 (0.257) (0.315) (0.376) (0.381) (0.379) (0.387) (0.408) 
Hydro potential -0.585*** -0.392*** -0.519*** -0.502*** -0.554*** -0.559*** -0.633*** 
 (0.0798) (0.0897) (0.118) (0.119) (0.122) (0.122) (0.132) 
Small hydro potential 0.392*** 0.290*** 0.343*** 0.339*** 0.387*** 0.379*** 0.499*** 
 (0.0625) (0.0730) (0.0966) (0.0961) (0.100) (0.100) (0.115) 
Solar potential 0.0315** 0.0178 0.0176 0.0201 0.0262 0.0249 0.0366 
 (0.0159) (0.0196) (0.0255) (0.0255) (0.0254) (0.0252) (0.0262) 
Wind potential 0.176*** 0.188*** 0.199*** 0.201*** 0.199*** 0.205*** 0.113** 
 (0.0327) (0.0359) (0.0451) (0.0449) (0.0450) (0.0454) (0.0517) 
Oil reserves  0.129 0.468* 0.491* 0.457* 0.453* 0.558** 
  (0.195) (0.251) (0.251) (0.258) (0.257) (0.263) 
Natural gas reserves  -1.254** -1.784*** -1.881*** -1.693** -1.609** -1.163* 
  (0.515) (0.652) (0.663) (0.671) (0.670) (0.704) 
Coal reserves  0.0749*** 0.0959*** 0.0989*** 0.102*** 0.0953*** 0.0915*** 
  (0.0172) (0.0197) (0.0201) (0.0204) (0.0208) (0.0218) 
Nuclear reserves  0.0925*** 0.0866*** 0.0857*** 0.0735** 0.0580* 0.0562* 
  (0.0248) (0.0284) (0.0284) (0.0294) (0.0304) (0.0312) 
GDP per capita   -0.213 -0.197 -0.119 -0.172 -0.222 
   (0.130) (0.132) (0.139) (0.142) (0.147) 
GDP growth   -0.0299*** -0.0302*** -0.0321*** -0.0341*** -0.0334*** 
   (0.00898) (0.00898) (0.00901) (0.00913) (0.00944) 
PM10   -0.631*** -0.652*** -0.979*** -1.009*** -0.878*** 
   (0.227) (0.228) (0.279) (0.282) (0.296) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged 
  0.00128 0.00151 -0.000886 0.000122 -0.00296 
  (0.00579) (0.00573) (0.00557) (0.00555) (0.00590) 
Population density   0.350*** 0.376*** 0.294** 0.263** 0.214 
   (0.114) (0.118) (0.122) (0.125) (0.132) 
Corruption    -0.00637 -0.00599 -0.00870 -0.0220** 
    (0.00814) (0.00792) (0.00810) (0.00925) 
Environmental     -0.0180** -0.0190** -0.00264 
     (0.00841) (0.00854) (0.00949) 
Any FIT, lagged      0.397* 0.430** 
      (0.207) (0.216) 
Neighbor       1.787*** 
       (0.352) 
Constant -6.722** -5.667 -2.682 -3.268 -2.445 -1.305 -2.492 
 (3.301) (3.847) (4.527) (4.543) (4.487) (4.487) (4.655) 
        
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 1,050 1,050 983 983 983 983 983 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not an RPS exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 33         
Probit results for biomass FIT in all countries   
Variable  (BIO1)  (BIO2)  (BIO3)  (BIO4)  (BIO5)  (BIO6)  (BIO7)  (BIO8) 
Biomass potential 0.00708*** 0.00587*** 0.00479*** 0.00149 0.00188 0.00201 0.00203 0.00151 
 (0.00140) (0.00164) (0.00176) (0.00196) (0.00196) (0.00197) (0.00197) (0.00198) 
Geothermal potential  0.603*** 0.561*** 0.415*** 0.401*** 0.372*** 0.361*** 0.373*** 
  (0.0926) (0.0941) (0.104) (0.104) (0.105) (0.106) (0.107) 
Hydro potential  -0.0925*** -0.0824*** -0.0286 -0.0255 -0.0382 -0.0347 -0.0293 
  (0.0279) (0.0287) (0.0321) (0.0321) (0.0326) (0.0330) (0.0329) 
Small hydro potential  0.113*** 0.0872*** -0.00811 -0.0136 -0.0155 -0.0178 -0.0183 
  (0.0230) (0.0247) (0.0289) (0.0290) (0.0291) (0.0293) (0.0291) 
Solar potential  0.0110** 0.0174*** 0.0108* 0.0142** 0.0155** 0.0156** 0.0129** 
  (0.00484) (0.00501) (0.00620) (0.00648) (0.00655) (0.00655) (0.00656) 
Wind potential  0.0618*** 0.0539*** 0.0250 0.0218 0.0239 0.0226 0.0262 
  (0.0148) (0.0151) (0.0170) (0.0171) (0.0172) (0.0173) (0.0173) 
Oil reserves   0.227*** 0.221*** 0.237*** 0.250*** 0.249*** 0.249*** 
   (0.0618) (0.0676) (0.0679) (0.0685) (0.0686) (0.0678) 
Natural gas reserves   -0.290** -0.341*** -0.332** -0.347*** -0.344*** -0.339*** 
   (0.114) (0.130) (0.131) (0.133) (0.133) (0.130) 
Coal reserves   -0.0207** -0.00936 -0.00759 -0.00577 -0.00614 -0.00200 
   (0.00912) (0.00980) (0.00986) (0.00993) (0.00994) (0.0100) 
Nuclear reserves   0.0782*** 0.0601*** 0.0577*** 0.0596*** 0.0587*** 0.0609*** 
   (0.00970) (0.0108) (0.0108) (0.0109) (0.0110) (0.0111) 
GDP per capita    0.304*** 0.251*** 0.193*** 0.196*** 0.178*** 
    (0.0469) (0.0548) (0.0591) (0.0592) (0.0599) 
GDP growth    0.000903 0.00128 0.00188 0.00204 0.00170 
    (0.00376) (0.00378) (0.00378) (0.00378) (0.00377) 
PM10    0.336*** 0.339*** 0.401*** 0.400*** 0.348*** 
    (0.0911) (0.0908) (0.0940) (0.0940) (0.0946) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged 
   -0.00116 -0.000438 -0.00118 -0.00125 -0.00154 
   (0.00265) (0.00269) (0.00270) (0.00269) (0.00269) 
Population density    0.244*** 0.244*** 0.253*** 0.250*** 0.233*** 
    (0.0353) (0.0355) (0.0356) (0.0358) (0.0360) 
Corruption     0.00626* 0.00582* 0.00562* 0.00343 
     (0.00333) (0.00337) (0.00338) (0.00344) 
Environmental      0.0101*** 0.00992*** 0.0102*** 
      (0.00369) (0.00370) (0.00373) 
Biomass FIT, lagged       0.0669 0.0422 
       (0.0979) (0.0984) 
Neighbor        0.468*** 
        (0.135) 
Constant -4.653*** -7.465*** -8.409*** -11.17*** -11.86*** -12.35*** -12.37*** -11.21*** 
 (0.448) (1.187) (1.226) (1.476) (1.533) (1.556) (1.558) (1.575) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 6,096 5,232 5,232 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a biomass FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 34         
Probit results for biomass FIT in developing countries      
Variable  (BIOD1)  (BIOD2)  (BIOD3)  (BIOD4)  (BIOD5)  (BIOD6)  (BIOD7)  (BIOD8) 
Biomass potential 0.000988 0.00323 0.00393 -0.00238 -0.00253 -0.00241 -0.00348 -0.00335 
 (0.00192) (0.00237) (0.00268) (0.00301) (0.00303) (0.00304) (0.00305) (0.00307) 
Geothermal potential  0.956*** 1.196*** 1.007*** 1.018*** 1.023*** 0.980*** 0.960*** 
  (0.140) (0.153) (0.178) (0.179) (0.179) (0.180) (0.180) 
Hydro potential  -0.207*** -0.225*** -0.183*** -0.183*** -0.178*** -0.150*** -0.158*** 
  (0.0388) (0.0435) (0.0500) (0.0500) (0.0506) (0.0510) (0.0513) 
Small hydro potential  0.162*** 0.259*** 0.164*** 0.161*** 0.162*** 0.146*** 0.149*** 
  (0.0298) (0.0365) (0.0435) (0.0440) (0.0441) (0.0444) (0.0446) 
Solar potential  0.00850 0.00198 -0.0239* -0.0253* -0.0269* -0.0325** -0.0290* 
  (0.0102) (0.0112) (0.0142) (0.0145) (0.0146) (0.0150) (0.0150) 
Wind potential  0.104*** 0.0874*** 0.0883*** 0.0880*** 0.0862*** 0.0639** 0.0696** 
  (0.0228) (0.0243) (0.0283) (0.0282) (0.0284) (0.0291) (0.0293) 
Oil reserves   0.0890 -0.0349 -0.0294 -0.0324 -0.0360 -0.0352 
   (0.0819) (0.101) (0.103) (0.102) (0.103) (0.103) 
Natural gas reserves   0.501*** 0.672*** 0.670*** 0.677*** 0.690*** 0.715*** 
   (0.165) (0.205) (0.206) (0.205) (0.206) (0.206) 
Coal reserves   0.00593 0.0142 0.0134 0.0128 0.00453 0.00965 
   (0.0136) (0.0148) (0.0149) (0.0149) (0.0152) (0.0155) 
Nuclear reserves   0.119*** 0.139*** 0.140*** 0.139*** 0.135*** 0.133*** 
   (0.0185) (0.0207) (0.0208) (0.0208) (0.0211) (0.0211) 
GDP per capita    0.579*** 0.569*** 0.590*** 0.600*** 0.585*** 
    (0.0790) (0.0816) (0.0870) (0.0884) (0.0894) 
GDP growth    0.00432 0.00438 0.00405 0.00553 0.00486 
    (0.00514) (0.00514) (0.00517) (0.00516) (0.00516) 
PM10    0.381*** 0.395*** 0.369*** 0.392*** 0.345*** 
    (0.111) (0.114) (0.120) (0.120) (0.123) 
Access to electricity, lagged    -0.00940*** -0.00935*** -0.00916*** -0.00944*** -0.00997*** 
   (0.00351) (0.00351) (0.00352) (0.00352) (0.00352) 
Population density    0.424*** 0.416*** 0.402*** 0.381*** 0.389*** 
    (0.0677) (0.0691) (0.0718) (0.0728) (0.0735) 
Corruption     0.00278 0.00250 0.00312 0.000754 
     (0.00574) (0.00573) (0.00589) (0.00608) 
Environmental      -0.00380 -0.00346 -0.00255 
      (0.00534) (0.00536) (0.00542) 
Biomass FIT, lagged       0.681*** 0.592*** 
       (0.166) (0.174) 
Neighbor        0.411* 
        (0.237) 
Constant -3.529*** -6.187*** -5.615** -7.318** -7.086** -6.626** -5.739* -5.855* 
 (0.578) (2.228) (2.457) (2.952) (2.996) (3.064) (3.134) (3.118) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 3,480 2,904 2,904 2,622 2,622 2,622 2,622 2,622 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a biomass FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 35         
Probit results for geothermal FIT in all countries     
Variable  (GEO1)  (GEO2)  (GEO3)  (GEO4)  (GEO5)  (GEO6)  (GEO7)  (GEO8) 
Geothermal potential 1.410*** 1.462*** 1.442*** 1.366*** 1.600*** 2.100*** 2.235*** 2.541*** 
 (0.115) (0.134) (0.136) (0.159) (0.176) (0.225) (0.233) (0.263) 
Biomass potential  0.00789*** 0.00958*** 0.00203 -0.00308 -0.00963** -0.0104** -0.0128*** 
  (0.00274) (0.00299) (0.00352) (0.00380) (0.00441) (0.00450) (0.00467) 
Hydro potential  0.187*** 0.191*** 0.229*** 0.231*** 0.204*** 0.155** 0.172*** 
  (0.0465) (0.0485) (0.0518) (0.0559) (0.0634) (0.0645) (0.0658) 
Small hydro potential  -0.112*** -0.108*** -0.199*** -0.205*** -0.254*** -0.222*** -0.244*** 
  (0.0328) (0.0369) (0.0451) (0.0468) (0.0568) (0.0573) (0.0583) 
Solar potential  0.0453*** 0.0495*** 0.0566*** 0.0404*** 0.0502*** 0.0523*** 0.0404*** 
  (0.00768) (0.00782) (0.0105) (0.0113) (0.0134) (0.0136) (0.0142) 
Wind potential  0.133*** 0.138*** 0.103*** 0.134*** 0.222*** 0.233*** 0.275*** 
  (0.0255) (0.0259) (0.0292) (0.0316) (0.0396) (0.0402) (0.0437) 
Oil reserves   0.262*** 0.288*** 0.104 0.273** 0.279** 0.325*** 
   (0.0862) (0.0932) (0.106) (0.125) (0.124) (0.126) 
Natural gas reserves   -0.208 -0.205 -0.119 -0.330 -0.301 -0.397* 
   (0.165) (0.193) (0.196) (0.242) (0.239) (0.237) 
Coal reserves   -0.0203 0.0108 0.0125 0.00921 0.0137 0.0416* 
   (0.0145) (0.0165) (0.0176) (0.0195) (0.0200) (0.0215) 
Nuclear reserves   0.0271** 0.000622 0.00811 0.0151 0.0190 0.0112 
   (0.0136) (0.0162) (0.0170) (0.0188) (0.0189) (0.0192) 
GDP per capita    0.223*** 0.707*** 0.276** 0.247* 0.203 
    (0.0818) (0.111) (0.134) (0.136) (0.140) 
GDP growth    -0.00176 -0.00435 -6.23e-06 -0.00330 -0.000946 
    (0.00614) (0.00635) (0.00707) (0.00727) (0.00720) 
PM10    -0.240 -0.316 0.172 0.111 0.0824 
    (0.187) (0.199) (0.244) (0.248) (0.254) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    -0.0221*** -0.0292*** -0.0424*** -0.0428*** -0.0429*** 
   (0.00592) (0.00638) (0.00714) (0.00736) (0.00761) 
Population density    0.322*** 0.388*** 0.399*** 0.429*** 0.399*** 
    (0.0638) (0.0679) (0.0801) (0.0814) (0.0835) 
Corruption     -0.0428*** -0.0710*** -0.0702*** -0.0802*** 
     (0.00623) (0.00799) (0.00794) (0.00875) 
Environmental      0.112*** 0.116*** 0.122*** 
      (0.0134) (0.0137) (0.0145) 
Geothermal FIT, lagged       -0.573*** -0.575*** 
       (0.192) (0.196) 
Neighbor        1.249*** 
        (0.299) 
Constant -4.969*** -17.54*** -18.72*** -20.18*** -18.60*** -24.22*** -24.62*** -22.08*** 
 (0.553) (1.954) (2.006) (2.323) (2.415) (2.893) (2.908) (2.971) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,808 4,968 4,968 4,553 4,553 4,553 4,553 4,553 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a geothermal FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 36         
Probit results for geothermal FIT in developing countries      
Variable  (GEOD1)  (GEOD2)  (GEOD3)  (GEOD4)  (GEOD5)  (GEOD6)  (GEOD7)  (GEOD8) 
Geothermal potential 1.964*** 2.989*** 3.607*** 3.990*** 3.829*** 6.033*** 5.960*** 6.823*** 
 (0.188) (0.283) (0.366) (0.532) (0.548) (0.967) (0.993) (1.157) 
Biomass potential  -0.00654 0.000957 -0.0349*** -0.0272** -0.0795*** -0.0803*** -0.0917*** 
  (0.00474) (0.00590) (0.0111) (0.0109) (0.0168) (0.0171) (0.0192) 
Hydro potential  0.0915 0.00534 0.359*** 0.439*** 0.591*** 0.595*** 0.527** 
  (0.0763) (0.0906) (0.136) (0.141) (0.221) (0.221) (0.253) 
Small hydro potential  -0.109** 0.0277 -0.354*** -0.324*** -0.124 -0.120 -0.303** 
  (0.0473) (0.0576) (0.102) (0.0993) (0.153) (0.155) (0.151) 
Solar potential  -0.0181 -0.0281 -0.0699** -0.0299 0.0835 0.0826 0.0663 
  (0.0158) (0.0182) (0.0340) (0.0323) (0.0528) (0.0529) (0.0573) 
Wind potential  0.328*** 0.385*** 0.618*** 0.723*** 1.044*** 1.037*** 1.212*** 
  (0.0537) (0.0627) (0.0952) (0.111) (0.160) (0.162) (0.189) 
Oil reserves   0.205 -0.208 -0.461** -1.269*** -1.272*** -1.037** 
   (0.143) (0.246) (0.234) (0.430) (0.429) (0.489) 
Natural gas reserves   0.685*** 1.655*** 2.200*** 3.955*** 3.970*** 3.619*** 
   (0.256) (0.433) (0.455) (0.966) (0.966) (0.962) 
Coal reserves   -0.120*** 0.0387 0.0888 0.357*** 0.360*** 0.452*** 
   (0.0324) (0.0510) (0.0581) (0.104) (0.106) (0.115) 
Nuclear reserves   0.109*** 0.0968 0.0487 0.175** 0.175** 0.0761 
   (0.0393) (0.0629) (0.0659) (0.0840) (0.0838) (0.0990) 
GDP per capita    1.495*** 2.143*** 1.295*** 1.285*** 1.814*** 
    (0.240) (0.354) (0.482) (0.483) (0.499) 
GDP growth    -0.0170 -0.0226** -0.0137 -0.0138 -0.0106 
    (0.0107) (0.0114) (0.0133) (0.0133) (0.0140) 
PM10    -0.708** -1.344*** -2.476*** -2.473*** -2.480*** 
    (0.305) (0.368) (0.721) (0.722) (0.749) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    -0.0666*** -0.0895*** -0.139*** -0.141*** -0.162*** 
   (0.0183) (0.0191) (0.0240) (0.0249) (0.0271) 
Population density    1.417*** 1.698*** 1.799*** 1.793*** 2.423*** 
    (0.317) (0.297) (0.465) (0.465) (0.582) 
Corruption     -0.0506*** -0.147*** -0.146*** -0.193*** 
     (0.0147) (0.0377) (0.0375) (0.0438) 
Environmental      0.371*** 0.369*** 0.374*** 
      (0.0759) (0.0756) (0.0725) 
Geothermal FIT, lagged       -0.169 -0.782 
       (0.637) (0.700) 
Neighbor        4.672*** 
        (1.582) 
Constant -5.259*** -6.189* -6.239 -11.27* -22.90*** -54.43*** -53.99*** -55.31*** 
 (0.703) (3.645) (4.171) (6.553) (7.180) (12.22) (12.25) (13.13) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 3,408 2,832 2,832 2,528 2,528 2,528 2,528 2,528 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a geothermal FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 37         
Probit results for hydro FIT in all countries     
Variable  (HYD1)  (HYD2)  (HYD3)  (HYO4)  (HYD5)  (HYD6)  (HYD7)  (HYD8) 
Hydro potential 0.110*** 0.244*** 0.240*** 0.361*** 0.355*** 0.326*** 0.292*** 0.260*** 
 (0.0275) (0.0413) (0.0430) (0.0497) (0.0508) (0.0584) (0.0603) (0.0634) 
Biomass potential  0.0113*** 0.0123*** 0.00867*** 0.00752** 0.00562 0.00602* 0.00805** 
  (0.00258) (0.00284) (0.00324) (0.00332) (0.00354) (0.00361) (0.00375) 
Geothermal potential  0.547*** 0.490*** 0.145 0.165 0.318* 0.407** 0.417** 
  (0.124) (0.128) (0.147) (0.152) (0.170) (0.174) (0.177) 
Small hydro potential  -0.101*** -0.104*** -0.334*** -0.332*** -0.379*** -0.351*** -0.346*** 
  (0.0301) (0.0328) (0.0475) (0.0483) (0.0573) (0.0585) (0.0605) 
Solar potential  0.0484*** 0.0560*** 0.0754*** 0.0677*** 0.0742*** 0.0724*** 0.0830*** 
  (0.00703) (0.00731) (0.0102) (0.0105) (0.0115) (0.0116) (0.0125) 
Wind potential  0.159*** 0.164*** 0.118*** 0.130*** 0.198*** 0.198*** 0.213*** 
  (0.0229) (0.0230) (0.0266) (0.0274) (0.0336) (0.0338) (0.0343) 
Oil reserves   0.131 0.132 0.0753 0.233** 0.214* 0.228* 
   (0.0846) (0.0897) (0.0946) (0.111) (0.110) (0.117) 
Natural gas reserves   0.00181 -0.418** -0.379* -0.630*** -0.563** -0.572** 
   (0.157) (0.205) (0.206) (0.244) (0.246) (0.259) 
Coal reserves   -0.0460*** -0.0133 -0.0200 -0.0326* -0.0322* -0.0561*** 
   (0.0133) (0.0154) (0.0159) (0.0179) (0.0181) (0.0200) 
Nuclear reserves   0.0517*** 0.0149 0.0277* 0.0304* 0.0337* 0.0398** 
   (0.0125) (0.0150) (0.0158) (0.0172) (0.0174) (0.0179) 
GDP per capita    0.745*** 0.934*** 0.501*** 0.499*** 0.544*** 
    (0.0857) (0.107) (0.122) (0.124) (0.126) 
GDP growth    0.000908 0.000136 0.00395 0.00140 -6.55e-05 
    (0.00635) (0.00639) (0.00704) (0.00738) (0.00769) 
PM10    0.427*** 0.407*** 0.855*** 0.851*** 1.027*** 
    (0.157) (0.158) (0.195) (0.197) (0.214) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    -0.0256*** -0.0270*** -0.0404*** -0.0409*** -0.0457*** 
   (0.00605) (0.00630) (0.00701) (0.00726) (0.00770) 
Population density    0.206*** 0.190*** 0.214*** 0.217*** 0.286*** 
    (0.0496) (0.0497) (0.0582) (0.0584) (0.0639) 
Corruption     -0.0179*** -0.0365*** -0.0364*** -0.0339*** 
     (0.00563) (0.00645) (0.00643) (0.00656) 
Environmental      0.108*** 0.111*** 0.118*** 
      (0.0118) (0.0119) (0.0125) 
Hydro FIT, lagged       -0.420** -0.447** 
       (0.174) (0.175) 
Neighbor        -0.803*** 
        (0.257) 
Constant -5.125*** -18.67*** -20.31*** -30.33*** -29.33*** -33.62*** -33.37*** -37.42*** 
 (0.504) (1.709) (1.765) (2.535) (2.570) (2.837) (2.839) (3.223) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,400 4,968 4,968 4,553 4,553 4,553 4,553 4,553 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a hydro FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 38         
Probit results for hydro FIT in developing countries     
Variable  (HYDD1)  (HYDD2)  (HYDD3)  (HYOU4)  (HYDD5)  (HYDD6)  (HYDD7)  (HYDD8) 
Hydro potential 0.0385 0.150** 0.0143 -0.000389 - 0.0553 0.0535 0.104 
 (0.0412) (0.0710) (0.0830) (0.115)  (0.164) (0.162) (0.167) 
Biomass potential  0.0207*** 0.0383*** 0.0283*** - 0.0304** 0.0304** 0.0448** 
  (0.00605) (0.00860) (0.0109)  (0.0147) (0.0149) (0.0180) 
Geothermal potential  1.319*** 1.626*** 1.339*** - 2.627*** 2.402*** 2.919*** 
  (0.210) (0.257) (0.377)  (0.648) (0.664) (0.795) 
Small hydro potential  -0.180*** -0.0962* -0.263*** - -0.326*** -0.386*** -0.292** 
  (0.0461) (0.0516) (0.0861)  (0.117) (0.123) (0.125) 
Solar potential  0.0260* 0.0214 0.0133 - 0.0435 0.0463 0.0382 
  (0.0156) (0.0173) (0.0274)  (0.0414) (0.0414) (0.0439) 
Wind potential  0.216*** 0.279*** 0.290*** - 0.497*** 0.482*** 0.634*** 
  (0.0452) (0.0564) (0.0787)  (0.121) (0.123) (0.155) 
Oil reserves   0.392*** 0.116 - 0.386 0.432* 0.278 
   (0.132) (0.188)  (0.240) (0.239) (0.245) 
Natural gas reserves   0.193 0.173 - -0.110 -0.265 0.223 
   (0.236) (0.346)  (0.459) (0.461) (0.507) 
Coal reserves   -0.138*** -0.113** - -0.261*** -0.216** -0.237** 
   (0.0353) (0.0487)  (0.0925) (0.0984) (0.105) 
Nuclear reserves   0.0538 0.0612 - 0.273*** 0.205** 0.240** 
   (0.0381) (0.0516)  (0.0907) (0.0977) (0.102) 
GDP per capita    1.121*** - -0.0341 0.0536 0.0928 
    (0.166)  (0.297) (0.300) (0.315) 
GDP growth    -0.0105 - -0.00730 -0.00115 -0.00548 
    (0.0103)  (0.0148) (0.0154) (0.0162) 
PM10    0.897*** - 2.803*** 2.717*** 3.540*** 
    (0.284)  (0.656) (0.656) (0.833) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    -0.0263** - -0.0295 -0.0338* -0.0289 
   (0.0116)  (0.0180) (0.0180) (0.0197) 
Population density    0.0498 - 0.293 0.338 0.378 
    (0.120)  (0.239) (0.244) (0.268) 
Corruption     -    
         
Environmental     - 0.221*** 0.224*** 0.267*** 
      (0.0361) (0.0370) (0.0457) 
Hydro FIT, lagged     -  1.188* 1.318** 
       (0.617) (0.606) 
Neighbor     -   -3.479*** 
        (1.306) 
Constant -4.095*** -14.42*** -15.52*** -23.18*** - -46.08*** -46.08*** -56.44*** 
 (0.675) (3.742) (4.203) (6.204)  (9.035) (8.933) (10.25) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes - Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes - Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 3,216 2,832 2,832 2,528 - 2,528 2,528 2,528 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a hydro FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 39         
Probit results for small hydro FIT in all countries     
Variable  (SHYD1)  (SHYD2)  (SHYD3)  (SHYO4)  (SHYD5)  (SHYD6)  (SHYD7)  (SHYD8) 
Small hydro potential 0.0386** 0.00278 -0.0198 -0.113*** -0.111*** -0.112*** -0.113*** -0.113*** 
 (0.0180) (0.0228) (0.0245) (0.0286) (0.0288) (0.0292) (0.0293) (0.0293) 
Biomass potential  0.00636*** 0.00487*** 0.00395* 0.00385* 0.00453** 0.00454** 0.00433** 
  (0.00177) (0.00189) (0.00213) (0.00215) (0.00218) (0.00218) (0.00219) 
Geothermal potential  0.267*** 0.251** 0.220** 0.222** 0.165 0.156 0.162 
  (0.0995) (0.100) (0.112) (0.112) (0.115) (0.116) (0.117) 
Hydro potential  0.0603** 0.0815*** 0.123*** 0.122*** 0.103*** 0.106*** 0.108*** 
  (0.0287) (0.0297) (0.0326) (0.0327) (0.0333) (0.0338) (0.0339) 
Solar potential  0.0467*** 0.0492*** 0.0509*** 0.0502*** 0.0542*** 0.0541*** 0.0528*** 
  (0.00570) (0.00580) (0.00683) (0.00703) (0.00720) (0.00721) (0.00739) 
Wind potential  0.101*** 0.0956*** 0.0780*** 0.0786*** 0.0888*** 0.0878*** 0.0872*** 
  (0.0171) (0.0172) (0.0193) (0.0194) (0.0198) (0.0199) (0.0199) 
Oil reserves   0.0493 0.0129 0.00817 0.0344 0.0345 0.0356 
   (0.0642) (0.0694) (0.0702) (0.0718) (0.0719) (0.0716) 
Natural gas reserves   -0.0673 -0.124 -0.126 -0.152 -0.150 -0.152 
   (0.117) (0.132) (0.132) (0.136) (0.136) (0.136) 
Coal reserves   0.0169* 0.0250** 0.0247** 0.0262** 0.0258** 0.0271** 
   (0.00986) (0.0107) (0.0107) (0.0109) (0.0110) (0.0111) 
Nuclear reserves   0.0436*** 0.0238** 0.0243** 0.0283** 0.0279** 0.0282** 
   (0.0109) (0.0121) (0.0122) (0.0124) (0.0124) (0.0124) 
GDP per capita    0.166*** 0.181*** 0.0455 0.0458 0.0447 
    (0.0493) (0.0603) (0.0665) (0.0665) (0.0665) 
GDP growth    0.00339 0.00330 0.00481 0.00489 0.00488 
    (0.00396) (0.00397) (0.00398) (0.00398) (0.00397) 
PM10    0.0652 0.0646 0.151* 0.153* 0.146 
    (0.0865) (0.0866) (0.0895) (0.0895) (0.0898) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    0.00934*** 0.00916*** 0.00758*** 0.00752*** 0.00748*** 
   (0.00282) (0.00284) (0.00288) (0.00288) (0.00288) 
Population density    0.219*** 0.220*** 0.246*** 0.245*** 0.239*** 
    (0.0372) (0.0372) (0.0379) (0.0381) (0.0387) 
Corruption     -0.00157 -0.00327 -0.00340 -0.00375 
     (0.00364) (0.00373) (0.00374) (0.00377) 
Environmental      0.0221*** 0.0221*** 0.0219*** 
      (0.00421) (0.00422) (0.00422) 
Small hydro FIT, lagged       0.0458 0.0379 
       (0.107) (0.108) 
Neighbor        0.118 
        (0.153) 
Constant -3.522*** -14.93*** -15.55*** -18.84*** -18.70*** -20.01*** -20.00*** -19.64*** 
 (0.446) (1.409) (1.440) (1.711) (1.741) (1.791) (1.792) (1.846) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,256 5,232 5,232 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a small hydro FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 40         
Probit results for small hydro FIT in developing countries    
Variable  (SHYDD1)  (SHYDD2)  (SHYDD3)  (SHYOU4)  (SHYDD5)  (SHYDD6)  (SHYDD7)  (SHYDD8) 
Small hydro potential 0.0389 0.0865*** 0.133*** 0.0374 0.00788 0.00523 -0.0119 -0.00993 
 (0.0245) (0.0294) (0.0330) (0.0387) (0.0397) (0.0398) (0.0401) (0.0402) 
Biomass potential  0.00129 0.00180 0.000550 -0.000909 -0.000706 -0.00215 -0.00202 
  (0.00249) (0.00272) (0.00301) (0.00304) (0.00305) (0.00311) (0.00312) 
Geothermal potential  0.628*** 0.731*** 0.676*** 0.732*** 0.698*** 0.631*** 0.641*** 
  (0.144) (0.152) (0.174) (0.175) (0.178) (0.178) (0.179) 
Hydro potential  -0.0509 -0.0461 0.00352 0.0112 0.00369 0.0388 0.0401 
  (0.0382) (0.0406) (0.0453) (0.0450) (0.0456) (0.0463) (0.0463) 
Solar potential  -0.00525 -0.0114 -0.0162 -0.0252* -0.0203 -0.0290* -0.0294** 
  (0.0110) (0.0117) (0.0135) (0.0141) (0.0145) (0.0148) (0.0149) 
Wind potential  0.142*** 0.127*** 0.112*** 0.120*** 0.126*** 0.0997*** 0.0996*** 
  (0.0249) (0.0256) (0.0285) (0.0288) (0.0291) (0.0298) (0.0298) 
Oil reserves   -0.0713 -0.185* -0.154 -0.152 -0.145 -0.150 
   (0.0874) (0.0987) (0.104) (0.105) (0.108) (0.108) 
Natural gas reserves   0.538*** 0.447** 0.495** 0.487** 0.527** 0.532** 
   (0.171) (0.191) (0.200) (0.202) (0.206) (0.207) 
Coal reserves   0.00927 0.0151 0.0130 0.0152 0.00362 0.000726 
   (0.0148) (0.0158) (0.0159) (0.0160) (0.0165) (0.0170) 
Nuclear reserves   0.0793*** 0.0732*** 0.0762*** 0.0774*** 0.0709*** 0.0725*** 
   (0.0199) (0.0214) (0.0215) (0.0216) (0.0221) (0.0223) 
GDP per capita    0.355*** 0.252*** 0.211** 0.218** 0.221** 
    (0.0839) (0.0893) (0.0933) (0.0941) (0.0940) 
GDP growth    -0.00179 -0.000782 -0.000112 0.00202 0.00206 
    (0.00529) (0.00535) (0.00535) (0.00534) (0.00536) 
PM10    0.170* 0.214** 0.246** 0.283*** 0.294*** 
    (0.0984) (0.0996) (0.103) (0.104) (0.105) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    0.00377 0.00394 0.00314 0.00205 0.00220 
   (0.00351) (0.00359) (0.00364) (0.00368) (0.00370) 
Population density    0.158*** 0.131** 0.156*** 0.126** 0.127** 
    (0.0533) (0.0541) (0.0565) (0.0573) (0.0573) 
Corruption     0.0226*** 0.0228*** 0.0250*** 0.0255*** 
     (0.00555) (0.00561) (0.00574) (0.00578) 
Environmental      0.00836 0.0104* 0.0105* 
      (0.00534) (0.00546) (0.00547) 
Small hydro FIT, lagged       0.879*** 0.911*** 
       (0.170) (0.176) 
Neighbor        -0.164 
        (0.242) 
Constant -1.418*** -2.262 -1.482 -4.535 -3.071 -4.226 -3.064 -3.137 
 (0.439) (2.329) (2.479) (2.833) (2.907) (3.006) (3.072) (3.080) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 1,464 1,452 1,452 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344 1,344 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a small hydro FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 41         
Probit results for solar FIT in all countries     
Variable  (SOL1)  (SOL2)  (SOL3)  (SOL4)  (SOL5)  (SOL6)  (SOL7)  (SOL8) 
Solar potential 0.0173*** 0.0346*** 0.0378*** 0.0391*** 0.0444*** 0.0480*** 0.0486*** 0.0395*** 
 (0.00381) (0.00487) (0.00503) (0.00600) (0.00624) (0.00643) (0.00649) (0.00661) 
Biomass potential  0.00304* 0.00149 0.000911 0.00178 0.00262 0.00294 0.00286 
  (0.00157) (0.00165) (0.00186) (0.00188) (0.00191) (0.00192) (0.00193) 
Geothermal potential  0.363*** 0.323*** 0.245** 0.220** 0.146 0.0899 0.102 
  (0.0908) (0.0918) (0.101) (0.102) (0.104) (0.106) (0.106) 
Hydro potential  -0.0264 -0.00825 0.0473 0.0568* 0.0302 0.0488 0.0665** 
  (0.0264) (0.0271) (0.0304) (0.0305) (0.0313) (0.0317) (0.0320) 
Small hydro potential  0.0869*** 0.0607*** -0.0462* -0.0577** -0.0534* -0.0625** -0.0557** 
  (0.0220) (0.0233) (0.0275) (0.0278) (0.0283) (0.0284) (0.0284) 
Wind potential  0.0753*** 0.0713*** 0.0375** 0.0320* 0.0401** 0.0336* 0.0402** 
  (0.0151) (0.0152) (0.0172) (0.0173) (0.0176) (0.0178) (0.0180) 
Oil reserves   0.0144 -0.0465 -0.0126 0.0128 0.0146 0.0379 
   (0.0641) (0.0698) (0.0707) (0.0722) (0.0732) (0.0722) 
Natural gas reserves   -0.122 -0.168 -0.155 -0.171 -0.156 -0.108 
   (0.114) (0.130) (0.133) (0.136) (0.137) (0.134) 
Coal reserves   -0.00281 0.00266 0.00493 0.00750 0.00467 0.0111 
   (0.00887) (0.00958) (0.00965) (0.00987) (0.00993) (0.0101) 
Nuclear reserves   0.0548*** 0.0212* 0.0164 0.0198* 0.0147 0.0192 
   (0.0101) (0.0115) (0.0115) (0.0117) (0.0118) (0.0120) 
GDP per capita    0.435*** 0.335*** 0.199*** 0.202*** 0.156** 
    (0.0483) (0.0563) (0.0614) (0.0613) (0.0630) 
GDP growth    0.00566 0.00641* 0.00776** 0.00809** 0.00696* 
    (0.00386) (0.00388) (0.00389) (0.00386) (0.00389) 
PM10    0.332*** 0.357*** 0.458*** 0.458*** 0.373*** 
    (0.0881) (0.0888) (0.0918) (0.0918) (0.0930) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    -0.000993 0.000159 -0.00183 -0.00208 -0.00272 
   (0.00257) (0.00263) (0.00267) (0.00265) (0.00267) 
Population density    0.213*** 0.220*** 0.246*** 0.233*** 0.189*** 
    (0.0322) (0.0326) (0.0332) (0.0334) (0.0340) 
Corruption     0.0116*** 0.0102*** 0.00967*** 0.00571 
     (0.00332) (0.00341) (0.00342) (0.00353) 
Environmental      0.0226*** 0.0218*** 0.0223*** 
      (0.00379) (0.00382) (0.00388) 
Solar FIT, lagged       0.332*** 0.273*** 
       (0.0951) (0.0968) 
Neighbor        0.919*** 
        (0.133) 
Constant -6.252*** -10.95*** -11.49*** -16.65*** -17.90*** -19.10*** -19.14*** -16.51*** 
 (0.857) (1.212) (1.245) (1.512) (1.577) (1.623) (1.631) (1.655) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 6,096 5,232 5,232 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a solar FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 42         
Probit results for solar FIT in developing countries     
Variable  (SOLD1)  (SOLD2)  (SOLD3)  (SOLD4)  (SOLD5)  (SOLD6)  (SOLD7)  (SOLD8) 
Solar potential 0.00910 0.0172 0.0178 -0.00127 -0.0101 -0.0103 -0.0208 -0.0201 
 (0.00834) (0.0108) (0.0114) (0.0134) (0.0139) (0.0142) (0.0147) (0.0148) 
Biomass potential  0.00364 0.00529** 0.00138 0.000203 0.000201 -0.00156 -0.00151 
  (0.00247) (0.00268) (0.00293) (0.00297) (0.00297) (0.00302) (0.00302) 
Geothermal potential  0.775*** 0.794*** 0.745*** 0.835*** 0.836*** 0.751*** 0.743*** 
  (0.145) (0.149) (0.174) (0.175) (0.176) (0.178) (0.178) 
Hydro potential  -0.161*** -0.167*** -0.149*** -0.149*** -0.149*** -0.107** -0.107** 
  (0.0385) (0.0405) (0.0473) (0.0476) (0.0481) (0.0486) (0.0486) 
Small hydro potential  0.145*** 0.190*** 0.0942** 0.0695* 0.0694* 0.0408 0.0400 
  (0.0300) (0.0332) (0.0400) (0.0407) (0.0407) (0.0413) (0.0413) 
Wind potential  0.148*** 0.144*** 0.142*** 0.147*** 0.146*** 0.113*** 0.113*** 
  (0.0249) (0.0257) (0.0300) (0.0303) (0.0304) (0.0316) (0.0316) 
Oil reserves   -0.100 -0.268** -0.236** -0.236** -0.235* -0.233* 
   (0.0904) (0.113) (0.119) (0.119) (0.125) (0.125) 
Natural gas reserves   0.545*** 0.655*** 0.703*** 0.704*** 0.740*** 0.744*** 
   (0.171) (0.209) (0.221) (0.220) (0.228) (0.227) 
Coal reserves   0.0160 0.0153 0.0112 0.0112 -0.00187 -0.000313 
   (0.0143) (0.0155) (0.0156) (0.0156) (0.0164) (0.0166) 
Nuclear reserves   0.0276 0.0294 0.0339 0.0339 0.0220 0.0217 
   (0.0197) (0.0221) (0.0223) (0.0223) (0.0233) (0.0233) 
GDP per capita    0.521*** 0.442*** 0.444*** 0.460*** 0.454*** 
    (0.0773) (0.0811) (0.0849) (0.0863) (0.0871) 
GDP growth    0.00542 0.00596 0.00593 0.00841 0.00820 
    (0.00528) (0.00533) (0.00535) (0.00533) (0.00534) 
PM10    0.527*** 0.616*** 0.615*** 0.672*** 0.659*** 
    (0.108) (0.113) (0.116) (0.119) (0.121) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    -0.00526 -0.00547* -0.00544 -0.00674** -0.00688** 
   (0.00326) (0.00331) (0.00335) (0.00340) (0.00341) 
Population density    0.269*** 0.247*** 0.246*** 0.211*** 0.208*** 
    (0.0547) (0.0556) (0.0582) (0.0591) (0.0592) 
Corruption     0.0219*** 0.0219*** 0.0251*** 0.0246*** 
     (0.00546) (0.00546) (0.00567) (0.00574) 
Environmental      -0.000338 0.000519 0.000871 
      (0.00520) (0.00535) (0.00539) 
Solar FIT, lagged       1.108*** 1.078*** 
       (0.174) (0.182) 
Neighbor        0.137 
        (0.229) 
Constant -2.854* -6.039*** -6.546*** -8.913*** -7.692*** -7.647** -6.328** -6.333** 
 (1.665) (2.303) (2.425) (2.854) (2.936) (3.017) (3.122) (3.118) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 3,045 2,541 2,541 2,394 2,394 2,394 2,394 2,394 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a solar FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
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Table 43         
Probit results for wind FIT in all countries    
Variable  (WIND1) (WIND2) (WIND3) (WIND4) (WIND5) (WIND6) (WIND7) (WIND8) 
Wind potential 0.0598*** 0.101*** 0.0986*** 0.0629*** 0.0630*** 0.0654*** 0.0645*** 0.0639*** 
 (0.0115) (0.0146) (0.0147) (0.0167) (0.0168) (0.0169) (0.0170) (0.0170) 
Biomass potential  0.00308** 0.00172 0.00334* 0.00334* 0.00363* 0.00366* 0.00297 
  (0.00153) (0.00163) (0.00189) (0.00190) (0.00191) (0.00191) (0.00193) 
Geothermal potential  0.413*** 0.371*** 0.357*** 0.357*** 0.328*** 0.320*** 0.314*** 
  (0.0902) (0.0919) (0.101) (0.101) (0.102) (0.103) (0.104) 
Hydro potential  -0.0821*** -0.0754*** -0.0115 -0.0115 -0.0223 -0.0200 -0.0140 
  (0.0262) (0.0267) (0.0302) (0.0302) (0.0306) (0.0309) (0.0310) 
Small hydro potential  0.102*** 0.0792*** -0.0463* -0.0463* -0.0443 -0.0454* -0.0412 
  (0.0216) (0.0227) (0.0272) (0.0273) (0.0274) (0.0275) (0.0274) 
Solar potential  0.0203*** 0.0246*** 0.0265*** 0.0265*** 0.0271*** 0.0271*** 0.0225*** 
  (0.00458) (0.00469) (0.00563) (0.00581) (0.00585) (0.00585) (0.00593) 
Oil reserves   0.240*** 0.198*** 0.198*** 0.215*** 0.215*** 0.205*** 
   (0.0575) (0.0610) (0.0619) (0.0624) (0.0625) (0.0620) 
Natural gas reserves   -0.447*** -0.594*** -0.594*** -0.613*** -0.611*** -0.577*** 
   (0.110) (0.126) (0.126) (0.128) (0.128) (0.126) 
Coal reserves   -0.0118 -0.00301 -0.00303 -0.00218 -0.00255 0.00318 
   (0.00887) (0.00988) (0.00995) (0.0100) (0.0101) (0.0102) 
Nuclear reserves   0.0522*** 0.0249** 0.0249** 0.0267** 0.0260** 0.0259** 
   (0.00942) (0.0107) (0.0108) (0.0109) (0.0110) (0.0111) 
GDP per capita    0.411*** 0.412*** 0.353*** 0.354*** 0.337*** 
    (0.0468) (0.0562) (0.0602) (0.0602) (0.0607) 
GDP growth    0.00329 0.00329 0.00383 0.00389 0.00431 
    (0.00372) (0.00373) (0.00373) (0.00372) (0.00374) 
PM10    0.352*** 0.352*** 0.404*** 0.403*** 0.371*** 
    (0.0873) (0.0873) (0.0897) (0.0896) (0.0896) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    0.00830*** 0.00829*** 0.00711** 0.00706** 0.00592** 
   (0.00283) (0.00285) (0.00287) (0.00287) (0.00288) 
Population density    0.142*** 0.142*** 0.146*** 0.144*** 0.126*** 
    (0.0319) (0.0319) (0.0319) (0.0321) (0.0323) 
Corruption     -6.58e-05 -0.000910 -0.00102 -0.00324 
     (0.00332) (0.00335) (0.00336) (0.00341) 
Environmental      0.0104*** 0.0103*** 0.0111*** 
      (0.00380) (0.00381) (0.00386) 
Wind FIT, lagged       0.0471 0.0222 
       (0.0959) (0.0965) 
Neighbor        0.554*** 
        (0.133) 
Constant -4.456*** -8.797*** -9.413*** -15.18*** -15.17*** -15.51*** -15.50*** -14.05*** 
 (0.474) (1.152) (1.176) (1.428) (1.457) (1.468) (1.469) (1.501) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 6,096 5,232 5,232 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 4,802 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a wind FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%  
100  
Table 44         
Probit results for wind FIT in developing countries      
Variable  (WINDD1) (WINDD2) (WINDD3) (WINDD4) (WINDD5) (WINDD6) (WINDD7) (WINDD8) 
Wind potential 0.134*** 0.197*** 0.179*** 0.168*** 0.167*** 0.166*** 0.140*** 0.138*** 
 (0.0207) (0.0245) (0.0256) (0.0295) (0.0294) (0.0297) (0.0302) (0.0303) 
Biomass potential  0.00469* 0.00550** 0.00458 0.00357 0.00353 0.00239 0.00208 
  (0.00246) (0.00274) (0.00313) (0.00316) (0.00316) (0.00320) (0.00321) 
Geothermal potential  0.592*** 0.804*** 0.878*** 0.927*** 0.936*** 0.890*** 0.863*** 
  (0.139) (0.145) (0.175) (0.176) (0.176) (0.177) (0.178) 
Hydro potential  -0.142*** -0.150*** -0.116** -0.114** -0.111** -0.0831* -0.0887* 
  (0.0388) (0.0416) (0.0477) (0.0474) (0.0479) (0.0482) (0.0482) 
Small hydro potential  0.162*** 0.224*** 0.126*** 0.113*** 0.113*** 0.0977** 0.101** 
  (0.0299) (0.0336) (0.0405) (0.0409) (0.0410) (0.0412) (0.0413) 
Solar potential  0.0203* 0.0126 0.00534 0.000857 -0.000577 -0.00671 -0.00654 
  (0.0104) (0.0111) (0.0132) (0.0136) (0.0139) (0.0141) (0.0141) 
Oil reserves   0.130 -0.0638 -0.0391 -0.0425 -0.0351 -0.0372 
   (0.0843) (0.0996) (0.103) (0.103) (0.104) (0.104) 
Natural gas reserves   0.279* 0.219 0.222 0.229 0.247 0.273 
   (0.169) (0.196) (0.201) (0.200) (0.203) (0.203) 
Coal reserves   -0.0266* -0.0206 -0.0221 -0.0224 -0.0352** -0.0290* 
   (0.0150) (0.0164) (0.0164) (0.0164) (0.0170) (0.0175) 
Nuclear reserves   0.112*** 0.123*** 0.126*** 0.125*** 0.124*** 0.121*** 
   (0.0191) (0.0214) (0.0215) (0.0216) (0.0219) (0.0221) 
GDP per capita    0.599*** 0.550*** 0.564*** 0.554*** 0.550*** 
    (0.0818) (0.0855) (0.0901) (0.0908) (0.0912) 
GDP growth    0.00395 0.00423 0.00402 0.00616 0.00627 
    (0.00518) (0.00520) (0.00522) (0.00520) (0.00522) 
PM10    0.459*** 0.493*** 0.480*** 0.509*** 0.490*** 
    (0.104) (0.106) (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) 
Access to electricity, 
lagged    0.00412 0.00416 0.00449 0.00397 0.00287 
   (0.00373) (0.00374) (0.00380) (0.00381) (0.00387) 
Population density    0.150*** 0.137** 0.129** 0.101* 0.106* 
    (0.0570) (0.0573) (0.0599) (0.0606) (0.0609) 
Corruption     0.0118** 0.0117** 0.0136** 0.0123** 
     (0.00562) (0.00561) (0.00575) (0.00583) 
Environmental      -0.00271 -0.000876 -0.000403 
      (0.00557) (0.00564) (0.00569) 
Wind FIT, lagged       0.803*** 0.744*** 
       (0.175) (0.180) 
Neighbor        0.343 
        (0.230) 
Constant -2.627*** -7.541*** -6.474*** -12.09*** -11.31*** -10.98*** -10.22*** -9.940*** 
 (0.454) (2.227) (2.382) (2.860) (2.906) (2.987) (3.046) (3.039) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Region effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 3,045 2,541 2,541 2,394 2,394 2,394 2,394 2,394 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is binary, whether or not a wind FIT exists 
*Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1% 
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Table 45         
Fixed effects results for biomass     
Variable (Binary) 
(Binary +  
Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
  (Binary in  
  Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.00941*** 0.00724***      0.0127*** 0.0112***   
 (0.000745) (0.000879)      (0.00107) (0.00115)   
Binary RPS 0.00164** 2.97e-05      0.0118*** 0.00728***   
 (0.000654) (0.000740)      (0.00133) (0.00184)   
FIT x RPS  0.00597***    0.00849***   
  (0.00129)    (0.00240)   
Trend FIT   0.00258***    0.00316***  
   (0.000201)    (0.000335)  
Trend RPS   9.18e-05    0.00534***  
   (0.000188)    (0.000650)  
Trend FIT2   -2.45e-05**    7.04e-07  
   (1.22e-05)    (2.62e-05)  
Trend RPS2   -3.65e-05***    -0.000601***  
   (1.30e-05)    (7.99e-05)  
Dollar FIT    0.0734***    0.123*** 
    (0.00558)    (0.00902) 
Percent RPS    0.00639**    0.0428*** 
    (0.00281)    (0.00657) 
GDP per capita 0.000383 0.000465 0.000436 0.000675    -0.00292*** -0.00277*** -0.00251*** -0.00262*** 
 (0.000629) (0.000629) (0.000622) (0.000629)    (0.000770) (0.000770) (0.000762) (0.000770) 
TIC electricity 0.00458*** 0.00453*** 0.00460*** 0.00517***    0.00582*** 0.00580*** 0.00607*** 0.00685*** 
 (0.000758) (0.000757) (0.000738) (0.000760)    (0.000897) (0.000895) (0.000887) (0.000897) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes    Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes    Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,810 5,810 5,810 5,810    3,242 3,242 3,242 3,242 
R-squared 0.118 0.121 0.160 0.119    0.207 0.210 0.228 0.204 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the biomass energy share of total energy supply. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%. 
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Table 46         
Fixed effects results for geothermal     
Variable (Binary) (Binary +  Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
(Binary in  
Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT -0.000970 -0.000896   0.000587 0.000604   
 (0.000896) (0.00104)   (0.000821) (0.000848)   
Binary RPS -0.00206*** -0.00204***   -0.00120** -0.00117*   
 (0.000522) (0.000546)   (0.000609) (0.000659)   
FIT x RPS  -0.000207    -0.000130   
  (0.00149)    (0.00160)   
Trend FIT   -0.000303    4.66e-05  
   (0.000261)    (0.000254)  
Trend RPS   -0.000525***    -0.000416  
   (0.000153)    (0.000314)  
Trend FIT2   5.94e-06    -1.24e-05  
   (1.79e-05)    (1.67e-05)  
Trend RPS2   2.10e-05**    3.36e-05  
   (1.06e-05)    (4.08e-05)  
Dollar FIT    -0.00337    0.0140** 
    (0.00529)    (0.00676) 
Percent RPS    -0.00758***    -0.00719** 
    (0.00226)    (0.00304) 
GDP per capita -0.00188*** -0.00188*** -0.00202*** -0.00194*** -0.000465 -0.000467 -0.000523 -0.000477 
 (0.000503) (0.000503) (0.000509) (0.000505) (0.000362) (0.000362) (0.000363) (0.000360) 
TIC electricity 0.00211*** 0.00211*** 0.00214*** 0.00210*** 0.000192 0.000190 0.000199 0.000146 
 (0.000610) (0.000610) (0.000610) (0.000614) (0.000420) (0.000421) (0.000422) (0.000420) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,810 5,810 5,810 5,810 3,242 3,242 3,242 3,242 
R-squared 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.018 0.019 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the geothermal energy share of total energy supply. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.    
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Table 47         
Fixed effects results for hydro     
Variable (Binary) (Binary +  Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
(Binary in  
Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT -0.00780 -0.00355   -0.0136 -0.00395   
 (0.00607) (0.00716)   (0.0115) (0.0120)   
Binary RPS 0.00808** 0.00921***   0.0473*** 0.0566***   
 (0.00328) (0.00343)   (0.00763) (0.00832)   
FIT x RPS  -0.0103    -0.0559***   
  (0.00924)    (0.0201)   
Trend FIT   -0.00141    -0.00591*  
   (0.00155)    (0.00346)  
Trend RPS   0.00101    0.0209***  
   (0.000960)    (0.00400)  
Trend FIT2   1.42e-05    0.000196  
   (8.17e-05)    (0.000219)  
Trend RPS2   1.75e-05    -0.00192***  
   (6.68e-05)    (0.000519)  
Dollar FIT    -0.0790    -0.158* 
    (0.0551)    (0.0947) 
Percent RPS    0.0298**    0.250*** 
    (0.0142)    (0.0382) 
GDP per capita -0.00196 -0.00219 -0.00150 -0.00179 -0.00560 -0.00651 -0.00609 -0.00454 
 (0.00316) (0.00317) (0.00320) (0.00317) (0.00452) (0.00453) (0.00454) (0.00451) 
TIC electricity -0.0735*** -0.0735*** -0.0737*** -0.0735*** -0.0685*** -0.0694*** -0.0688*** -0.0669*** 
 (0.00384) (0.00384) (0.00383) (0.00385) (0.00528) (0.00528) (0.00529) (0.00528) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,810 5,810 5,810 5,810 3,242 3,242 3,242 3,242 
R-squared 0.151 0.151 0.151 0.151 0.181 0.183 0.180 0.182 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the hydro energy share of total energy supply. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.    
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Table 48         
Fixed effects results for small hydro     
Variable (Binary) (Binary +  Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
(Binary in  
Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.00225* 0.00273*   0.00305 0.00399   
 (0.00131) (0.00157)   (0.00232) (0.00258)   
Binary RPS -0.00418*** -0.00388***   -0.00455 -0.00260   
 (0.00112) (0.00125)   (0.00297) (0.00378)   
FIT x RPS  -0.00130    -0.00435   
  (0.00235)    (0.00520)   
Trend FIT   0.000630    0.00165  
   (0.000411)    (0.00137)  
Trend RPS   -0.000926***    -0.00130  
   (0.000329)    (0.00134)  
Trend FIT2   -4.66e-05    -0.000164  
   (3.06e-05)    (0.000198)  
Trend RPS2   3.17e-05    7.54e-05  
   (2.29e-05)    (0.000151)  
Dollar FIT    -0.000242    0.00109 
    (0.00902)    (0.0192) 
Percent RPS    -0.0123**    -0.0174 
    (0.00486)    (0.0145) 
GDP per capita 0.00222** 0.00221** 0.00199* 0.00243** 0.00190 0.00181 0.00179 0.00186 
 (0.00109) (0.00109) (0.00110) (0.00108) (0.00171) (0.00171) (0.00171) (0.00170) 
TIC electricity 0.00245* 0.00248* 0.00254* 0.00247* 0.00131 0.00133 0.00137 0.00112 
 (0.00131) (0.00131) (0.00130) (0.00131) (0.00198) (0.00199) (0.00199) (0.00199) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,810 5,810 5,810 5,810 3,242 3,242 3,242 3,242 
R-squared 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.034 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.050 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the small hydro energy share of total energy supply. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%.     
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Table 49         
Fixed effects results for solar     
Variable (Binary) 
(Binary +  
Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
   (Binary in  
   Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.00418*** -0.000610      0.00287*** 0.00256***   
 (0.000553) (0.000672)      (0.000766) (0.000835)   
Binary RPS 0.00395*** 0.000410      0.000965 0.000160   
 (0.000505) (0.000577)      (0.000956) (0.00130)   
FIT x RPS  0.0117***    0.00155   
  (0.000960)    (0.00169)   
Trend FIT   0.000301*    0.000762***  
   (0.000157)    (0.000270)  
Trend RPS   0.000665***    -0.00295***  
   (0.000139)    (0.000451)  
Trend FIT2   0.000138***    7.78e-05***  
   (1.01e-05)    (2.33e-05)  
Trend RPS2   -6.37e-06    0.000380***  
   (9.60e-06)    (5.50e-05)  
Dollar FIT    0.0167***    0.0184*** 
    (0.00148)    (0.00209) 
Percent RPS    0.0149***    0.000620 
    (0.00213)    (0.00459) 
GDP per capita -0.00155*** -0.00139*** -9.88e-05 -0.00151***    -0.000975* -0.000950* -0.000139 -0.00105* 
 (0.000479) (0.000473) (0.000456) (0.000477)    (0.000547) (0.000548) (0.000527) (0.000540) 
TIC electricity -0.00149*** -0.00152*** -0.00142*** -0.00135**    -0.000507 -0.000508 -0.000626 -0.000420 
 (0.000577) (0.000569) (0.000542) (0.000577)    (0.000636) (0.000636) (0.000613) (0.000630) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes    Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes    Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,810 5,810 5,810 5,810    3,242 3,242 3,242 3,242 
R-squared 0.114 0.137 0.216 0.120    0.034 0.034 0.109 0.053 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the solar energy share of total energy supply. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%. 
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Table 50         
Fixed effects results for wind     
Variable (Binary) 
(Binary +  
Interaction) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic) (Real) 
   (Binary in  
   Developing) 
(Binary +  
Interaction in  
Developing) 
(Trend +  
Quadratic in  
Developing) 
(Real in  
Developing) 
Binary FIT 0.0161*** 0.00429**      0.0163*** 0.00862***   
 (0.00180) (0.00210)      (0.00161) (0.00172)   
Binary RPS 0.0289*** 0.0197***      0.0347*** 0.0162***   
 (0.00161) (0.00182)      (0.00202) (0.00259)   
FIT x RPS  0.0325***    0.0395***   
  (0.00309)    (0.00356)   
Trend FIT   0.00519***    0.00432***  
   (0.000490)    (0.000562)  
Trend RPS   0.00406***    0.0123***  
   (0.000456)    (0.000983)  
Trend FIT2   1.47e-05    -0.000210***  
   (2.93e-05)    (5.12e-05)  
Trend RPS2   3.03e-05    -0.000660***  
   (3.16e-05)    (0.000121)  
Dollar FIT    0.0619***    0.106*** 
    (0.0124)    (0.0135) 
Percent RPS    0.0893***    0.103*** 
    (0.00707)    (0.0104) 
GDP per capita -0.00507*** -0.00462*** -0.000882 -0.00345**    -1.68e-05 0.000781 0.000489 0.00161 
 (0.00155) (0.00153) (0.00151) (0.00158)    (0.00117) (0.00115) (0.00116) (0.00122) 
TIC electricity 9.56e-05 -0.000263 0.000848 -0.000379    0.00616*** 0.00596*** 0.00541*** 0.00735*** 
 (0.00186) (0.00184) (0.00180) (0.00191)    (0.00136) (0.00133) (0.00135) (0.00143) 
         
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes    Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country effects Yes Yes Yes Yes    Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 5,810 5,810 5,810 5,810    3,242 3,242 3,242 3,242 
R-squared 0.234 0.249 0.287 0.199    0.215 0.246 0.236 0.140 
Standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable is the wind energy share of total energy supply. 
* Significant at 10%. ** Significant at 5%. *** Significant at 1%. 
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Table 51                          
RPS percent levels by country                     
Country Code 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Albania 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38% 
Austria 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34% 34% 34% 34% 34% 
Belgium 13 . . . . . . . . . . . . 1% 2% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 8% 9% 13% 13% 13% 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 17 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 
Bulgaria 21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 
Chile 29 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
China 30 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 
Croatia 34 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Cyprus 36 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 
Czech Republic 37 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 
Denmark 39 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 
Estonia 47 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
France 51 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23% 23% 23% 23% 23% 
Germany 54 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18% 18% 18% 18% 18% 
Greece 56 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18% 18% 18% 18% 18% 
Hungary 63 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 
Indonesia 65 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23% 23% 
Ireland 68 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 
Israel 69 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 
Italy 70 . . . . . . . . . 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 17% 
Japan 72 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Latvia 79 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 
Lithuania 83 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23% 23% 23% 23% 23% 
Luxembourg 84 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11% 11% 11% 11% 11% 
Malaysia 88 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 
Malta 90 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
Moldova 94 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17% 17% 
Montenegro 96 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33% 33% 33% 33% 33% 33% 33% 
Netherlands 102 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 
Norway 107 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68% 68% 68% 
Philippines 114 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 
Poland 115 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
Portugal 116 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 
Romania 119 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24% 24% 24% 24% 24% 24% 
Serbia 125 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27% 
Slovakia 128 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 
Slovenia 129 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
South Korea 132 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 8% 8% 
Spain 133 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Sri Lanka 134 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 
Sweden 138 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 
Thailand 143 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
Ukraine 150 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11% 11% 11% 11% 11% 
United Arab Emirates 151 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7% 7% 
United Kingdom 152 . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
Vietnam 156 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 5% 
Prince Edward Island 163 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
British Columbia 164 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93% 93% 93% 93% 
New Brunswick 166 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
Nova Scotia 167 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
Ontario 169 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 5% 5% 5% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
Maine 170 . . . . . . . 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 
New Hampshire 171 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24% 24% 24% 24% 24% 24% 24% 
Vermont 172 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
Massachusetts 173 . . . . . . . 1% 2% 2% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
Rhode Island 174 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 
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Connecticut 175 . . . . . . . . 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 27% 
New Jersey 176 . . . . . . . . . 7% 7% 7% 7% 7% 16% 16% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Delaware 177 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
Maryland 178 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 8% 8% 8% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
West Virginia 179 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
New York 180 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 30% 30% 30% 30% 
Pennsylvania 181 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18% 18% 18% 18% 18% 18% 18% 18% 18% 18% 
Virginia 182 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
North Carolina 183 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 
Ohio 190 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 
Michigan 191 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
Indiana 192 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 
Illinois 193 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
Texas 196 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 
Oklahoma 198 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 15% 15% 
Missouri 199 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2% 2% 2% 2% 15% 15% 
Kansas 200 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Iowa 202 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 
Wisconsin 203 . . . . . . . . . 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
Minnesota 204 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
South Dakota 205 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
North Dakota 206 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
Montana 207 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
Colorado 209 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 20% 20% 20% 30% 30% 30% 30% 
New Mexico 210 . . . . . . . . . . 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Arizona 211 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
Utah 212 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Washington 214 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 
Oregon 215 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
California 216 . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 33% 33% 33% 33% 
Nevada 217 . . . . . . . . . . . 15% 15% 15% 15% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 
Alaska 218 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50% 50% 50% 50% 
Hawaii 219 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 
Andhra Pradesh 220 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 
Goa 225 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1% 2% 3% 3% 
Gujarat 226 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 7% 8% 10% 
Karnataka 231 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
Madhya Pradesh 233 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 
Maharashtra 234 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3% 4% 5% 6% 6% 7% 8% 9% 
Odisha 239 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 
Tamil Nadu 243 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 
Uttar Pradesh 245 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 
Queensland 248 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
New South Wales 249 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Victoria 250 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Tasmania 251 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
South Australia 252 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Northern Territory 253 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 
Western Australia 254 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%     
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Figure 3: Territories that have adopted a renewable portfolio standard as of 1995   
110  
 
Figure 4: Territories that have adopted a renewable portfolio standard as of 2001   
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Figure 5: Territories that have adopted a renewable portfolio standard as of 2007   
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Figure 6: Territories that have adopted a renewable portfolio standard as of 2013   
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Table 52                          
Biomass FIT in 2012 USD by country                    
Country Code 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Algeria 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.1 0.09 
Argentina 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Armenia 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Austria 7 . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.2 0.21 0.23 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
Brazil 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 . . . . 
Bulgaria 21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.2 0.15 0.11 0.15 0.18 0.16 0.13 
China 30 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.09 0.1 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Croatia 34 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.19 
Cyprus 36 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.13 0.15 0.18 0.17 0.16 
Czech Republic 37 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.19 0.17 0.15 0.07 0.26 
Denmark 39 . . . 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.1 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.03 
Ecuador 42 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Estonia 47 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.1 0.09 0.08 0.07 
Finland 50 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.11 
France 51 . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.18 0.17 0.16 0.14 0.13 
Germany 54 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.1 0.13 0.16 0.19 0.22 0.11 0.1 0.09 0.08 0.08 
Ghana 55 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.15 
Greece 56 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Honduras 62 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 
Hungary 63 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 
Indonesia 65 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.1 
Iran 66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 
Ireland 68 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Israel 69 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Italy 70 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.33 0.24 0.22 0.2 0.18 
Japan 72 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 . 
Kenya 75 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Latvia 79 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.22 0.17 0.12 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Lithuania 83 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.16 0.2 
Luxembourg 84 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.11 0.14 0.18 0.19 0.21 0.23 0.24 0.26 
Macedonia 85 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.18 
Malaysia 88 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 
Netherlands 102 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.16 0.18 0.2 0.22 0.23 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 
Nicaragua 104 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Nigeria 106 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.18 0.18 
Pakistan 109 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Philippines 114 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.16 0.16 
Portugal 116 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.16 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.13 
Serbia 125 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.2 0.18 0.16 0.14 0.12 
Slovakia 128 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.13 
Slovenia 129 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
South Korea 132 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 . . 
Spain 133 . . . . 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.16 0.21 0.14 0.16 0.18 0.2 0.22 
Sri Lanka 134 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 
Sweden 138 . . . . . . . . 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 . . . . . . . . 
Switzerland 139 . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.3 0.3 0.29 0.2 0.1 0.1 
Syria 140 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Thailand 143 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Turkey 147 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.13 0.12 0.12 
Uganda 149 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.1 
Ukraine 150 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.15 0.16 
United Kingdom 152 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.15 
Nova Scotia 167 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.18 0.18 
Ontario 169 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.14 
Vermont 172 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Wisconsin 203 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Washington 214 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 
California 216 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
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Andhra Pradesh 220 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Assam 222 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Bihar 223 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Chhattisgarh 224 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Gujarat 226 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Haryana 227 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Karnataka 231 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Madhya Pradesh 233 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Maharashtra 234 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Punjab 240 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Rajasthan 241 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Tamil Nadu 243 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Uttar Pradesh 245 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Uttarakhand 246 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 
West Bengal 247 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 
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Figure 7: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for biomass electricity as of 1995   
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Figure 8: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for biomass electricity as of 2001   
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Figure 9: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for biomass electricity as of 2007   
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Figure 10: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for biomass electricity as of 2013     
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Table 53                          
Geothermal FIT in 2012 USD by country                     
Country Code 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Argentina 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Austria 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.12 0.1 0.09 
Croatia 34 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.22 
Czech Republic 37 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.28 0.29 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Denmark 39 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Ecuador 42 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.12 0.1 
Estonia 47 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.1 0.09 0.08 0.07 
France 51 . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.1 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.16 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.2 0.22 0.24 0.26 
Germany 54 . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.13 0.09 0.04 0.04 
Greece 56 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.14 0.17 0.2 0.2 0.2 
Honduras 62 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 
Hungary 63 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Indonesia 65 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.13 
Iran 66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 
Israel 69 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Italy 70 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.28 0.24 0.21 0.17 0.14 
Japan 72 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.39 
Kenya 75 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.09 0.08 
Montenegro 96 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Nicaragua 104 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Portugal 116 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Serbia 125 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Slovakia 128 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.15 0.19 0.24 0.28 0.27 0.26 
Slovenia 129 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.13 0.16 0.19 0.23 0.26 
Spain 133 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.09 0.09 
Sri Lanka 134 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.18 0.18 0.18 
Switzerland 139 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.34 0.36 0.38 0.31 0.24 0.24 
Turkey 147 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Uganda 149 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 
California 216 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13    
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Figure 11: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for geothermal electricity as of 1995   
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Figure 12: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for geothermal electricity as of 2001   
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Figure 13: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for geothermal electricity as of 2007   
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Figure 14: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for geothermal electricity as of 2013     
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Table 54                          
Hydro FIT in 2012 USD by country                     
Country Code 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Austria 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 
Bulgaria 21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.15 0.13 
Croatia 34 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.1 
Dominican Republic 41 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Ecuador 42 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.06 0.06 
Estonia 47 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 
France 51 . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 
Germany 54 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Ghana 55 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 
Greece 56 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 
Honduras 62 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 
Hungary 63 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Iran 66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 
Ireland 68 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Israel 69 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Italy 70 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.21 0.17 0.14 
Luxembourg 84 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Mongolia 95 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 
Netherlands 102 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Nicaragua 104 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Nigeria 106 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.04 0.04 
Slovakia 128 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Spain 133 . . . . 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.06 
Sri Lanka 134 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.18 0.18 0.18 
Switzerland 139 . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
United Kingdom 152 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.06 
Vermont 172 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
California 216 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13    
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Figure 15: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for hydroelectricity as of 1995   
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Figure 16: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for hydroelectricity as of 2001   
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Figure 17: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for hydroelectricity as of 2007   
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Figure 18: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for hydroelectricity as of 2013     
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Table 55                         
Small Hydro FIT in 2012 USD by country                     
Country Code 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Albania 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 
Algeria 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 
Argentina 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Armenia 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Austria 7 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 17 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Brazil 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 . . . . 
Bulgaria 21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.01 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Croatia 34 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.15 0.17 0.2 0.22 
Cyprus 36 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Czech Republic 37 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.09 0.09 
Dominican Republic 41 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Ecuador 42 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Estonia 47 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.1 0.09 0.08 0.07 
France 51 . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.24 0.21 0.17 0.14 0.1 
Germany 54 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17 
Ghana 55 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 
Greece 56 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.13 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13 
Honduras 62 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 
Hungary 63 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Indonesia 65 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.07 
Iran 66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 
Ireland 68 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Israel 69 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Italy 70 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.36 0.36 0.29 0.22 0.15 
Kenya 75 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.1 
Latvia 79 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.2 0.18 0.17 0.15 0.15 0.15 
Lithuania 83 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Luxembourg 84 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Macedonia 85 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Malaysia 88 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 
Mauritius 92 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 
Mongolia 95 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Montenegro 96 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Netherlands 102 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 
Nicaragua 104 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Nigeria 106 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.16 0.16 
Philippines 114 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 
Portugal 116 . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13 
Rwanda 121 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 
Serbia 125 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13 
Slovakia 128 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Slovenia 129 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.08 0.1 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.13 
South Africa 131 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.09 0.07 
South Korea 132 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 . . 
Spain 133 . . . . 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.1 0.1 
Sri Lanka 134 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.09 0.1 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.15 
Switzerland 139 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.22 0.2 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 
Tanzania 142 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Thailand 143 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Turkey 147 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.07 0.06 0.06 
Uganda 149 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.05 0.08 0.1 
Ukraine 150 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.12 0.14 0.15 
United Kingdom 152 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.3 0.24 0.17 0.11 
Nova Scotia 167 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 
Vermont 172 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
California 216 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Hawaii 219 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 
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Andhra Pradesh 220 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 
Assam 222 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Gujarat 226 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Himachal Pradesh 228 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 
Karnataka 231 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Kerala 232 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Madhya Pradesh 233 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Maharashtra 234 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Punjab 240 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Tamil Nadu 243 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Uttarakhand 246 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
West Bengal 247 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Queensland 248 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.08 0.08 0.08 
New South Wales 249 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.1 0.1 0.09 
Western Australia 254 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.41 0.09 0.09    
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Figure 19: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for small hydroelectricity as of 1995   
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Figure 20: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for small hydroelectricity as of 2001   
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Figure 21: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for small hydroelectricity as of 2007   
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Figure 22: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for small hydroelectricity as of 2013    
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Table 56                          
Solar FIT in 2012 USD by country                     
Country Code 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Algeria 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.15 
Argentina 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.3 0.28 0.26 0.23 0.21 
Austria 7 . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.61 0.58 0.54 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.41 0.32 0.22 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 17 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Bulgaria 21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.64 0.59 0.54 0.51 0.48 0.49 0.51 
China 30 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.16 0.15 0.14 
Croatia 34 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.66 0.63 0.57 0.5 0.38 0.2 0.15 
Cyprus 36 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.32 0.37 0.42 0.47 0.49 0.51 
Czech Republic 37 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.24 0.28 0.32 0.36 0.4 0.52 0.64 0.3 0.27 0.37 
Denmark 39 . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.11 0.15 0.19 0.23 0.27 0.31 0.35 0.32 0.29 0.25 0.22 0.22 
Dominican Republic 41 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Ecuador 42 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.35 0.3 
Estonia 47 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.1 0.09 0.07 0.06 0.04 
France 51 . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.11 0.15 0.18 0.25 0.33 0.4 0.48 0.44 0.38 0.32 0.22 0.13 
Germany 54 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.44 0.49 0.52 0.55 0.59 0.63 0.66 0.62 0.59 0.55 0.51 0.41 0.41 0.4 0.26 0.12 
Ghana 55 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.2 
Greece 56 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.2 0.3 0.47 0.64 0.83 0.6 0.38 0.26 0.13 
Honduras 62 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 
Hungary 63 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.17 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Iran 66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 
Israel 69 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.24 0.24 0.23 0.34 0.4 
Italy 70 . . . 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.72 0.57 0.43 0.49 0.31 0.12 
Japan 72 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.23 0.33 0.43 0.53 0.52 
Kenya 75 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Latvia 79 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.18 0.23 0.27 0.32 0.31 0.3 
Lithuania 83 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.57 0.59 0.47 0.35 
Luxembourg 84 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.61 0.54 0.48 0.41 0.45 0.46 0.48 0.49 0.51 0.52 
Macedonia 85 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.53 0.55 0.56 0.58 0.6 0.61 0.63 
Malaysia 88 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.3 0.3 0.27 0.23 
Malta 90 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 
Mauritius 92 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 
Mongolia 95 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 
Montenegro 96 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.21 0.21 0.21 
Netherlands 102 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.16 0.26 0.35 0.45 0.54 0.64 0.58 0.52 0.47 0.41 
Nicaragua 104 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Nigeria 106 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.45 0.45 
Pakistan 109 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.23 0.23 0.23 
Peru 113 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Philippines 114 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.23 0.23 
Portugal 116 . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.14 0.19 0.24 0.31 0.37 0.44 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.49 0.3 0.28 0.25 0.23 0.2 
Serbia 125 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.32 0.32 0.31 0.31 0.3 
Slovakia 128 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.36 0.33 0.29 0.25 0.52 
Slovenia 129 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.48 0.48 0.44 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.39 
South Africa 131 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.29 0.24 
South Korea 132 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.5 0.48 0.47 0.45 . . 
Spain 133 . . . . 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.31 0.28 0.26 0.27 0.31 0.34 0.38 0.37 0.44 0.44 0.45 0.4 0.35 
Sri Lanka 134 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.18 0.18 0.18 
Switzerland 139 . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.88 0.68 0.48 0.48 0.47 0.36 
Syria 140 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 
Tanzania 142 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Thailand 143 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.22 0.16 0.11 0.05 
Turkey 147 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.13 0.12 0.12 
Uganda 149 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.36 0.4 0.3 
Ukraine 150 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.47 0.5 0.52 0.55 0.57 0.6 
United Kingdom 152 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.45 0.14 0.11 0.08 
Ontario 169 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.38 0.4 0.42 0.44 0.4 0.35 0.31 0.26 
Maine 170 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Vermont 172 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.27 0.27 
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Rhode Island 174 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 
Georgia 186 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.17 0.17 0.17 
Michigan 191 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.19 0.19 0.19 
Wisconsin 203 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.11 0.11 
Washington 214 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 
Oregon 215 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.15 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
California 216 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Hawaii 219 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 
Andhra Pradesh 220 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 
Assam 222 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 
Bihar 223 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 
Chhattisgarh 224 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 
Gujarat 226 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 
Haryana 227 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 
Himachal Pradesh 228 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 
Karnataka 231 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 
Kerala 232 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 
Madhya Pradesh 233 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 
Maharashtra 234 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 
Odisha 239 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 
Punjab 240 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 
Rajasthan 241 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 
Tamil Nadu 243 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 
West Bengal 247 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 
Queensland 248 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.08 0.08 0.08 
New South Wales 249 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.1 0.1 0.09 
Victoria 250 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.08 0.08 
Tasmania 251 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.08 0.08 
South Australia 252 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.08 0.08 
Northern Territory 253 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Western Australia 254 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.41 0.09 0.09    
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Figure 23: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for solar electricity as of 1995   
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Figure 24: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for solar electricity as of 2001   
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Figure 25: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for solar electricity as of 2007   
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Figure 26: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for solar electricity as of 2013     
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Table 57                          
Wind FIT in 2012 USD by country                     
Country Code 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Algeria 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.15 
Argentina 5 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Armenia 6 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 
Austria 7 . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.12 
Brazil 19 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 . . . . 
Bulgaria 21 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.18 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13 
China 30 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Croatia 34 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.13 
Cyprus 36 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.15 0.17 0.2 0.22 0.18 0.13 
Czech Republic 37 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.14 0.12 0.11 0.13 
Denmark 39 . 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.1 0.12 0.13 
Dominican Republic 41 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.14 
Ecuador 42 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.09 
Estonia 47 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.1 0.09 0.08 0.07 
Finland 50 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.14 0.15 
France 51 . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.09 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.13 
Germany 54 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.15 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 
Ghana 55 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.16 
Greece 56 . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.12 
Honduras 62 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 
Hungary 63 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.17 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Iran 66 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 
Ireland 68 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.19 0.14 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Israel 69 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.24 0.18 0.12 0.14 0.16 
Italy 70 . . . 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.31 0.28 0.24 0.21 0.17 
Japan 72 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.26 
Kenya 75 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 
Latvia 79 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.21 0.15 0.11 0.06 0.06 0.06 
Lithuania 83 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.13 
Luxembourg 84 . . . . 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.11 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.13 
Macedonia 85 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Mauritius 92 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.37 
Mongolia 95 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Montenegro 96 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Netherlands 102 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Nicaragua 104 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 
Nigeria 106 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.17 0.17 
Peru 113 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Philippines 114 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.2 0.2 
Portugal 116 . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.12 0.13 
Serbia 125 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.13 
Slovakia 128 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.13 
Slovenia 129 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.09 0.1 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
South Africa 131 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.12 0.1 
South Korea 132 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 . . 
Spain 133 . . . . 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.09 0.09 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.12 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.12 0.13 
Sri Lanka 134 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.14 0.16 0.18 0.2 0.2 0.19 
Sweden 138 . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 . . . . . . . . 
Switzerland 139 . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.41 0.37 0.33 0.35 0.36 0.36 
Syria 140 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.17 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Tanzania 142 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Thailand 143 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
Turkey 147 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.1 0.1 
Uganda 149 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.11 0.1 
Ukraine 150 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.1 0.1 0.1 
United Kingdom 152 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.06 
Vietnam 156 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Prince Edward Island 163 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
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Nova Scotia 167 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 
Ontario 169 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.1 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.1 0.1 
Vermont 172 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.11 0.11 
Wisconsin 203 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Washington 214 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 
California 216 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
Alaska 218 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 
Andhra Pradesh 220 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Gujarat 226 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Haryana 227 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Karnataka 231 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Kerala 232 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Madhya Pradesh 233 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Maharashtra 234 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Punjab 240 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 
Rajasthan 241 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
Tamil Nadu 243 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
Uttarakhand 246 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Queensland 248 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.08 0.08 0.08 
New South Wales 249 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.1 0.1 0.09 
Western Australia 254 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0.41 0.09 0.09    
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Figure 27: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for wind electricity as of 1995   
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Figure 28: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for wind electricity as of 2001   
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Figure 29: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for wind electricity as of 2007   
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Figure 30: Territories that have adopted a feed-in tariff for wind electricity as of 2013 
 
